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PREFACE BY THE AMERICAN EDITOR. 


THE commentaries included within the present volume of Meyer’s 
Critical and Exegetical Hand-Book were prepared by his coadjutor, 
Dr. J. E. Huther. The English translation was made from the 
latest editions of the several commentaries which were published 
before Dr. Huther’s death. Since his death, a fourth edition of 
the Commentary on the Epistle of James has appeared in Germany 
(in 1882), with some additions by Dr. Willibald Beyschlag, who 
has carefully revised the work. To this volume of Beyschlag, 
some references have been made in the Additional Notes of the 
American Editor. A fifth edition of the Commentary on the 
Epistles of Peter and Jude has been prepared under the editor- 
ship of Ernst Kuhl, but has not as yet been received. That 
Huther was the equal of Meyer in those qualities and gifts which 
make the great exegete, will not be claimed by any competent 
scholar; but that he was a worthy associate in the work of which 
Meyer wrote so large a portion, is proved by the ability with 
which he discharged the duty assigned to him, and by the favor- 
able reception which his commentaries have met with on the part 
of all who have used them. 

The Additional Notes of the American Editor have been 


iy prepared in accordance with the same principles and purpose with 
Ss those which governed him in the preparation of the notes added 
© to the other volumes of Meyer’s Commentary of which he has 
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_> the several epistles. 


had editorial care. They have been placed at the end of the 
> volume; and the reader’s attention is invited to them with the 


. hope, on the writer’s part, that some help and some suggestions 


of value may be found in them in connection with the study of 
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iv PREFACE BY THE AMERICAN EDITOR. 


It is scarcely necessary to remind the reader, that, in the 
references to the N. T. Grammars of Winer and Buttmann, 
the numbers following the letters E. T. designate the pages 
of the translations of those works by Professor J. Henry Thayer. 
The letters A. V., R. V., and A. R. V., refer respectively to the 
Authorized English Version of the New Testament, the Revised 
Version, and the American Appendix to the latter. 

In giving this last volume of Meyer’s work, of which he has 
had editorial charge, to the public, in this American edition, the 
editor would dedicate his part of it, as he has done in the case 
of each of the earlier volumes, to the students whom he has met 
for sc many years, and with so much: pleasure, in the lecture-rooms 
of the Divinity School of Yale University. 


TIMOTHY DWIGHT. 
New Haven, April 15, 1887. 


[New Haven, Nov. 16, 1887. — The Notes of the American Editor of 
this volume, and all his editorial work connected with it, were completed, 
as the date of the Preface may indicate, in the spring of the present year. 
By reason of unavoidable delays in the matter of printing, the publication 
of the volume has been deferred until the autumn., In the mean time, the 
fifth edition of Huther’s Commentary on the Epistles of Peter and Jude, 
prepared by Kihl, has appeared in Germany, and has been received in 
this country. The work of Huther, so far as the First Epistle of Peter 
is concerned, has been thoroughly revised; and, in many cases, changes 
have been introduced, and different views from those of Huther expressed. 
In the case of the other two Epistles, there is, in comparison, much less 
of new matter calling for special notice. The American Editor has added 
to his own Notes on First Peter a considerable number of statements giving 
Kihl’s views, which statements will be found enclosed in brackets. These 
additions, which were all that under the circumstances could well be made, 
will be sufficient, it is hoped, to acquaint the reader in some measure with 
ithe new edition.] 


AUTHOR'S PREFACE TO THE COMMENTARY ON JAMES, 


In the new revision of this Commentary, the following works 
have been chiefly examined: H. Bouman, Comment. perpet. in Jac. 
Ep., ed. 1863, the exposition of the Epistle by Lange (second 
edition, 1866) in Lange’s. Bibelwerk, and the third edition of De 
Wette’s exposition edited by Briickner. Whilst in the first of 
these works a deep and thorough examination of the thoughis 
of the Epistle is wanting, the work of Lange is too defective in 
exegetical carefulness, which alone can lead to sure results. In 
order to comprehend the Epistle historically, Lange proceeds from 
the most arbitrary hypotheses, which often mislead him into very 
rash, and sometimes strange, explanations. It is to be regretted, 
that, with all his spiritual feeling and acuteness, he has not been 
able to put a proper bridle upon his imagination. The second 
edition of De Wette’s Handbook, containing the exposition of the 
Epistles of Peter, Jude, and James, had been previously prepared 
by Brickner. When, in the preface to the third edition, he says 
that he has subjected this portion of the Handbook to a thorough 
revision, and, as far as possible, has made the necessary additions 
and corrections, this assertion is completely justified by the work. 
Although the remarks of Brickner are condensed, yet they are 
highly deserving of attention, being the result of a true exegetical 
insight. It were to be wished that Bruckner had been less tram- 
melled by ‘‘ the duty to preserve the work of De Wette as much 
as possible uncurtailed.’’ Of the recent examinations on the 
relation of the Pauline view of justification to that of James, I 
will only here mention the familiar dissertation of Hengstenberg : 
‘¢The Epistle of James,’’ in Nos. 91-94 of the Evangelical Church 
Magazine, 1866; and the explanation of Jas. ii. 24-26, by Philippi, 
in his Dogmatics, vol. i. pp. 297-315. Both, without assenting to 
my explanation, agree with me in this, that there is no essential 
difference between the doctrines of Paul and James. Hengstenberg 
arrives at this result by supposing, on the assumption of a justifi- 


cation gradually developed, that James speaks of a different stage 
’ Vv 
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of justification from that of Paul; whilst Philippi attributes to 
Sixcuodv, with James, another meaning than that which it has with 
Paul. I can approve neither of the one method nor of the other ; 
not of the former, because by it the idea of justification is altered 
in a most serious manner; nor of the latter, because it is wanting 
in linguistie correctness, and, moreover, thoughts are by it given 
which are wholly unimportant. I will not here resume the contro- 
versy with Frank, to which I felt constrained in the publication 
of the second edition; only remarking, that, after a careful examin- 
ation, I have not been able to alter my earlier expressed view 
of James’s doctrine of justification, the less so as it had not its 
origin from dogmatic prepossession, but was demanded by exegetical 
conviction. Moreover, I am no less convinced than formerly, that, 
in the deductions made by me, nothing is contained which contra- 
dicts the doctrine of the church regarding justification. — With 
regard to the question whether the author of this Epistle, the 
brother of the Lord, is or is not identical with the Apostle James, 
I have not been able to change my earlier convictions. If, in 
more recent times, the opposite view has been occasionally main- 
tained, this is either in the way of simple assertion, or on grounds 
which proceed from unjustified suppositions. This present edition 
will show that I have exercised as impartial a criticism as possible 
with regard to my own views, as well as with regard to the views 
of others. 

The quotations from Rauch and Gunkel refer to their reviews 
of this commentary published before the second edition; the one 
is found in No. 20 of the Theol. Literaturblatt of the Allgem. 
Kirchenzeitung of the year 1858; and the other in the Géttingen 
gel. Anz., parts 109-112 of the year 1859. I have occasionally 
quoted Cremer’s Biblischtheol. Worterbuch des neutest. Griicitdt. 
The more I know of the value of this work, the more I regret 
that it does not answer to its title, inasmuch as those words are 
only treated which the author considers to be the expressions of 
spiritual, moral, and religious life. A distinction is here made 
which can only with difficulty be maintained. I have quoted 
Winer’s Grammar, not only according to the sixth, but also 
according to the seventh edition, edited by Liinemann. 

I again close this preface with the hope that my labor may 
help to make the truly apostolic spirit of the Epistle of James 


more valued, and to render its ethical teaching more useful to 
the Church. . 


WITTENFORDEN, November, 1869. 


AUTHOR'S PREFACE TO THE COMMENTARY ON PETER, 


In revising this Commentary on the Epistles of Peter for the 
present fourth edition, the work which I had chiefly to consider 
and subject to a careful examination was the Exposition of the 
Epistles by Von Hofmann. This accordingly I did. Von Hofmann 
often seeks to surmount the exegetical difficulties presented in the 
epistles by a new exposition, and, of course, no exception can be 
taken to this; but it is to be regretted that the interpretations 
are not unfrequently of so artificial a nature that they cannot 
stand the test of an unprejudiced examination, and are conse- 
quently little calculated to promote the true understanding of the 
text. 

As regards the origin of the Second Epistle, my renewed 
investigations have produced no result other than that which I 
had formerly obtained. I can only repeat what I said in the 
preface to the third edition of this Commentary: ‘‘If I should 
‘be blamed for giving, in this edition also, no decisive and _ final 
answer to the question as to the origin of Second Peter, I will 
say, at the outset, that it seems to me more correct to pronounce 
a non liquet than to cut the knot by arbitrary assertions and acute 
appearances of argument.’’ 

Although this Commentary on the whole has preserved its former 
character, yet it has been subjected to many changes in particulars, 
which I hope may be regarded as improvements. 

I would only add, that, in the critical remarks, it is principally 
Tischendorf’s Recension that has been kept in view. ‘Tisch. 7 
refers to the editio septima critica minor, 1859; Tisch. 8, to his 
editio octava major, 1869. Where the two editions agree in a 
reading, Tisch. simply is put. 

J. Ep. HUTHER. 


_WITTENFORDEN, May, 1877. 
vii 


f 
4 


aaa | Se a a 


May 


Past 


THE EPISTLE OF JAMES. 


INTRODUCTION. 
SEC. 1.—JAMES. 


Tue author of this Epistle designates himself in the inscription 
"Idkwfsoc, Oeod Kal xvpiov "Iyoov Xpiorod dodAoc, and thus announces himself to 
be, though not an apostle in the narrower sense of the term, yet a man 
of apostolic dignity. From this, as well as from the attitude which he 
takes up toward the circle of readers to whom he has directed his 
Epistle (raic dadexa gvdAaic taicg év 7H Scacmopg), it is evident that no other 
James can be meant than he who, at an early period in the Acts of the 
Apostles, appears as the head of the church at Jerusalem (Acts xii. 17, 
xy. 13 ff., xxi. 18); whom Paul calls 4 ddeAdd¢ 70d Kvpiov (Gal. i. 19), and 
reckons among the orbtAowe (Gal. ii. 9), and whom Jude, the author of 
the last Catholic Epistle, designates as his brother (Jude 1); the same 
who in tradition received the name 6 dixaswg (Hegesippus in Eusebius, 
Hist. Eccl. ii. 23, iv. 22), who was regarded even by the Jews as an 
danp ducaotatoc (Joseph., Antig. xx. 3, 1), to whom a higher dignity than 
that of the apostles is attributed in the Clementines, and who, according 
to the narrative of Josephus, suffered martyrdom about the year 63; 
according to that of Hegesippus (Euseb. ii. 23), not long before the 
destruction of Jerusalem.1 

’ As regards the question whether this James is to be considered as 
identical with the Apostle James the son of Alphaeus, as is maintained 


1 No certain decision can be come toonthis = Tod, “IdkwBos dvoma adt@ Kai) Tivas (éTEpovs) 

. mapédwke Aeve Ongouevous, the genuineness 
of the bracketed words is at least doubtful; 
Clericus, Lardner, Credner, assert their spuri- 


difference, especially as the narrative of Hege- 
sippus (comp. Lange’s Komment., Hinleitung, 
p. 18 f.) bears unmistakable mythical traces; 
and in the relation of Josephus: mapaywy eis ousness. 


aura (Tov adeApody "Ingod, ToD Aeyoumevov Xpuo- 
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in recent times by Lange, Bouman, Hengstenberg, Philippi, and others, 
or as a different person, the data given in the N. T. are more favorable 
to the idea of non-identity than to the opposite opinion. 1. When men- 
tion is made in the N. T. of the ddeApot of Jesus, they are represented 
as a circle different from that of the apostles. Thus they are already 
in John ii. 12 distinguished from the payraic of Jesus; the same dis- 
tinction is also made after the choice of the twelve apostles (Matt. xii. 
46; Mark iii. 21, 81; Luke viii. 19; John vii. 3), and in such a manner 
that neither in these passages nor in those where the Jews mention 
the brethren of Jesus (Matt. xiii. 55; Mark vi. 3)! is there the slightest 
indication that one or several of them belonged to the apostolic circle: 
rather, their conduct toward Jesus is characterized as different from that 
of the apostles; and, indeed, it is expressly said of them that they did 
not believe on Him (John vii. 5). Also after the ascension of Christ, 
when His brethren had become believers, and had attached themselves 
to the apostles, they are expressly, and in the same simple manner as 
before, distinguished from the Twelve (Acts i. 14; 1 Cor. ix. 5). 2. In 
no passage of the N. T. is it indicated that the adsAgoi of the Lord were 
not His brothers, in the usual meaning of the word, but His cousins; 
and, on the other hand, James the son of Alphaeus is never reckoned 
as a brother of Jesus, nor is there any trace of a relationship between 
him and the Lord. Certainly the Mary mentioned in John xix. 25 
(7 tod KAwrd) was the mother of the sons of Alphaeus (Matt. xxvii. 56; 
Mark xv. 40), as "Addaioe and Kawmdc are only different forms of the same 
name (Dom); but from that passage it does not follow that this Mary 
was a sister of the mother of Jesus (see Meyer in loc.). 3. According 
ito the lists of the apostles, only one of the sons of Alphaeus, namely 
James, was the apostle of the Lord. Although the Apostle Lebbaeus 
(Matt. x. 3), whom Mark calls Thaddaeus (Mark iii. 18), is the same 
with "Ioédac "IaxéBov in Luke (Luke vi. 15; Acts i. 13), yet he was not 
.a brother of James; for, on the one hand, if this were the case he 
would have been called so by Matthew, who expressly places the brothers 
among the apostles together; and, on the other hand, ddeAgde is not to 
-be supplied to the genitive "Iaxé3ov in Luke, —contrary to all analogy, — 


1 According to the Receptus, the names of | in Mark they, however, read ‘Iwojtos; yet 
ithe brothers of Jesus are James, Joses, Judas, here also the Codex Sinaiticus has Iwo7d. It 
and Simon. Instead of "Iwoys in Matthew, remains doubtful which is the correct name. 
Lachmann, and Tischendorf have adopted, ac- | Comp. Meyer on the passage in Matthew. 
cording to preponderating authority, "lwa7d; 
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but wlé¢ (see Introduction to Commentary on Jude, sec. 1). According to 
Matt. xxvii. 26 and Mark xv. 40, Alphaeus, besides James, had only one 
other son, Joses. If the apostles Judas and Simon were also his sons, 
his wife Mary in the above passages would have been also called their 
mother, especially as Joses was not an apostle. From all these data, 
then, the brothers of the Lord, James, Judas, and Simon, are not to 
be considered as identical with the apostles bearing the same names. 
4. There are, however, two passages, Gal. i. 19 and 1 Cor. xv. 7, which 
appear to lead to a different conclusion. In the first passage «i uf 
appears to indicate, as many interpreters assume, that Paul, by the 
addition for the sake of historical exactness, remarks that besides the 
Apostle Peter he saw also the Apostle James. But on this supposition 
we cannot see why he should designate him yet more exactly as rdv 
adeAddv tod Kupiov, since the other Apostle James was at that time dead. 
The addition of this surname indicates a distinction of this James from 
the apostle. Now e uj does certainly refer not only to obk eidov (Fritzsche, 
Ad Matth., p. 482; Neander, Winer), but to the whole preceding clause ; 
still, considering the position which James occupied, Paul might regard 
him, and indeed was bound to regard him, as standing in such a close 
relation to the real apostles that he might use ei wf without including 
him among them.? It is evident that Paul did not reckon James among 
the original apostles, since in Gal. ii. he names him and Cephas and 
John together, not as apostles, but as of doxobvre¢ elvai tt, ol doxotvrec arid 
elvat.2 — In the other passage, 1 Cor. xv. 7, the word méow may be added 
by Paul, with reference to James formerly named, in the sense: “after- 
wards Christ appeared to James, and then—not to him only, but —to 
all the apostles,” from which it would follow that James belonged to the 


1 Meyer (in Joc.) supposes that James is the orvdots, has certainly been adduced as an 


here reckoned by Paul among the apostles in argument for the opposite opinion: but that 


the wider sense of the term. But it is also 
possible that the words ei «7, k.7.A., are not to 
be understood as a limitation to the thought 
before expressed, érepoy Sé, x.7.A., but as a 
remark added to it, by which Paul would lay 
stress upon the fact that. besides Peter he has 
also seen James, the brother of the Lord, thus 
the man who possessed not only an apostolic 
dignity, but to whom the opponents of Paul 
directly appealed. 

2 That James is rgckoned by Paul among 


Paul does not reckon those named as ortvAot 
because they were apostles, is undeniable ; and 
that only apostles could be considered as 
Bou- 


man thinks that a mere private person could 


orvaAot, is an unwarranted assumption. 


not attain to such an importance; but he over- 
looks the fact that James, as the most promi- 
nent of the brothers of the Lord, who are 
named alongside of the apostles, was more 
than a mere private person. 
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apostles. But this reference is not necessary, as maow may as well be 
added in order simply to give prominence to the fact that all the 
apostles, without exception, had seen the Lord. 5. All the other reasons 
for the identity, which are taken from the N. T., as adduced by Lange, 
are too subjective in character to be considered as conclusive: as, for 
example, that Luke in Acts xii. 17 would have felt himself obliged 
to notice that the James mentioned by him here, and farther on, is not 
the same with the James whom he had called an apostle in Acts i. 13; ? 
that only an apostle could have written such an epistle, and have attained 
to that consequence which James possessed in the Church;* and that 
it is improbable that, besides the apostles James, Judas, and Simon, 
there should be three of the brothers of Jesus bearing the same names.* 

The testimonies of the post-apostolic age are much too uncertain to 
decide the controversy; for whilst Clemens Alexandrinus (Euseb., Hist. 
Eccl., ii. 1: déo d yeyovaow TaxdBot’ ele 6 dixaioc . . . Erepoc dé 6 . . . Kapatounteic) 
and Jerome declare for the hypothesis of identity, the Apostolic Constitu- 
tions (ii. 55, vi. 12, 14; in the latter passage, after the enumeration of the 
twelve apostles, there are yet named: 'léaxwBd¢ te 6 rod Kupiov ddedod¢ Kal ‘lepo- 
cotuuy érioxorac kal Tadao 6 tov 26vav diddoxadoc) and Eusebius (commentary 
on Isa. xvii. 5 in Montfaucon, Coll. Nova Pair., ii. p. 422; Hist. Eccl.,i. 12, 
vii. 19) definitely distinguish the brother of the Lord from the apostles. 
The statement of Hegesippus (in Euseb., iv. 22), to which Credner appeals 


1 Otherwise Meyer (én loc.), who here also 
understands the expression amdotoAot in the 
wider sense, which certainly receives a justifi- 
cation from the fact that the original apostles 
had before been designated by Paul as oi 
dSwdexa, 

2 Against this it is to be affirmed, that Luke 
might certainly assume such an acquaintance 
on the part of his readers with the circum- 
stances, that in speaking of James in Jerusa- 
lem he did not deem it necessary to remark 
which James he meant. He even names Philip 
(viii. 5) without saying whether he was the 
apostle or the deacon. Bleek (Hin. in N. T., 
p. 545) explains the matter differently; that, as 
the Acts of the Apostles is not to be considered 
an independent work of Luke, we may sup- 
pose that he retained the simple designation 
James as he found it in his document, without 
making any remark on the relation of this 


James to Jesus, and to James the son of 
Alphaeus. 

8 The important position of James in Jeru- 
salem was not founded on the apostolate, as 
that office points rather to missionary activity 
than to an episcopal superintendence of a 
church. 

4 This similarity ceases to be remarkable 
when we consider how frequently the same 
names are given to different persons in the 
N. T.; we haye only to adduce the names 
Mary, Simon, Joseph, Judas, etc. On the sup- 
position of the identity of these three apostles 
with the three brothers of Jesus, then in the 
passages Matt. xii. 46 (Mark iii. 31; Luke viii. 
19) and John vii. 8, 5, only one brother of the 
Lord, Joses (or Joseph), could be referred to, 
particularly as sisters could not be included in 
the idea of brothers, as Lange, it is true, thinks 
is the case in Acts i. 13, 14. 
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against, and Kern and Lange for, the identity, is not in favor of it;1 also 
the extract of Jerome from the Hebrew gospel cannot with certainty be 
quoted for it (Hieron., De Vir. Illustrib., chap. ii.) ; and still less the passage 
in the Clementine Homilies, xi. 85, where the words TO AsyOévTt GEO TOD 
xupiov wov annexed to ’laxé8 admit of the explanation that the designation 
adeAg, 7. kop. was his familiar surname. The opinions of the later Church 
Fathers are evidently of no weight either for or against the identity. 

On the assumption of identity, the word ddedgde cannot be understood 
in its usual sense. The opinion obtaining most favor since the time of 
Jerome is that the so-called ddeddoi were the cousins of Jesus, namely, the 
sons of the sister of His mother,.who was also called Mary, and was the 
wife of Clopas (= Alphaeus). This view is supported by the interpreta- 
tion of John xix. 25, according to which the words Mapia 7 700 KAwna are 
taken in apposition to the preceding 7 ddeAgy ri¢ untpd¢ abrov; and so the 
passage is explained by Theodoret: ddeAgd¢ rod Kupiov éxadeiro uév, ode hv 68 


pvoel . 


TH TOU KUpioV UATEpOC. 


1 The passage is: wera TO wapTuphaar laKw- 
Boy Tov Sikaroy, ws Kai 0 KUpLos ETL TO AUTO Adyo, 
mad 6 ék Gelov av’Tod Zupuewy 6 ToD KAwra 
Kkabiotatat émiakomos’ ov mpodbevTo mavTEs bvTA 
ave.ov Tod Kuplov Sevtepov. In this passage 
the translation of avrot, of maAm, and of 
Sevtepov is doubtful. Kern and Lange refer 
avTov to 6 Kvptos, connect médv directly with 
6 éx Getov avrov, and refer Sevrepov to avewpiov 
tov kuvpiov. But avrod may, as Credner re- 
marks, also refer to “IdkwBov, and madw be 
connected with KaSicrtata: éricxomos, and Sdev- 
tepov with ov mpocbevto. If avrod is referred 
to "IdkwBov, then James is designated as the 
real brother of Jesus, since in another pas- 
sage (Euseb., Hist. Hccl., iii. 22) Simeon the 
son of Clopas is called by Hegesippus the son 
of the uncle of Jesus; if, on the other hand, it 
is referred to 6 kvptos, nothing is said regard- 
ing the relationship of James to Jesus: it thus 
depends on the interpretation of mdéAuv and 
devrepov. It cannot be denied that waAw is 
more naturally connected with ka@icrarav 
éioxomos than with the words which immedi- 
ately follow, as in that case it would clearly 


mean that Simeon became bishop a second 


.. ToD KAwra wév qv vide, tov dé Kupiov avepioc untépa yap elye THv ddEeddnv 


The correct interpretation of that passage removes all 


\ 


time; but Sevrepov may at least as well be con- 
nected with ov mpo¢GevTo (in the sense: ** whom 
all appointed the second bishop’) as with 
ovTa ave. T. kvpiov. — Thus, then, the explana- 
tion of Credner is not inferior to that of Kern 
and Lange, but rather appears to be the more 
probable, as Hegesippus elsewhere designates 
James simply as the brother of the Lord, and 
never indicates that he was an apostle; rather 
in the words: dvadéxerae dé Thy ExkAyoLav peTa 
TOV aToTTOAwY O adeApdos TOU KUpiov “laKwBos, 
6 Ovopacbeis tmd TavTwy Sikavcos ,.. Ere 
ToAot "laxwBor éxadovvra, he seems at least to 
distinguish him from the apostles. According 
to Hegesippus, Clopas was a brother of Joseph 
(Euseb., iii. 4), and thus Simeon as the son of 
Whether this 
is correct, must indeed remain uncertain; it 
finds no support in the N. T., as there the sons 
of Clopas (= Alphaeus) are only James and 
From these remarks it follows how 


Clopas was aveyids Tod Kupiov. 


Joses. 
unjustifiable is the assertion of Lange: sOVVie 
learn from Hegesippus that James the brother 
of the Lord was a brother of Simeon, and that 
both were the sons of Clopas,” 
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ground for this opinion. Accordingly Lange (in Herzog’s Real-Encyklo- 
pddie, and repeated in his Commentary, Introduction, p. 10), instead of this 
view, has advanced the theory, that as Clopas, according to Hegesippus, was 
a brother of Joseph, the so-called brethren of Jesus were properly His step- 
cousins, but after the early death of Clopas were adopted by Joseph, and so 
actually became the brothers of Jesus. But this opinion is destitute of 
foundation; for even although the narrative of Hegesippus is correct, yet 
tradition is silent concerning the early death of Clopas and the adoption 
of his children by Joseph, and as little “does history know that the sons of 
Alphaeus formed one household with the mother of Jesus, and were promi- 
nent members of it,” as Lange maintains. By the denial of identity, adergdg 
is to be understood in its proper sense. Thiersch (Krit. d. neu. test. Schriften, 
pp. 861, 430 ff.) adopts the opinion contained, according to his conjecture, 
in the Gospel of the Hebrews, and already advanced by Origen (on Matt. 
xiii.), that the brothers of Jesus were the children of Joseph by a former 
marriage; but against this Wiesinger rightly insists on the fact that this 
opinion of Origen “was by no means prevalent in his time.”’ It owed its 
origin apparently to a delicacy to deny the perpetual virginity of Mary, as 
Thiersch confesses that “it is not to him a matter of indifference whether 
the mother of the Lord remained de? mapdévoc.” The evangelists, however, 
have not this feeling, for otherwise Matthew and Luke would not have said 
of Mary: érexe tov vidv abtij¢ tov mpwréroxoy, Which points to the birth of later 
children not only as a possible, but as an actual fact. If it were otherwise, 
there would be some indication in the N. T. that Joseph was a widower 
when he married Mary, or that the ddeAgo? I ood were not her children. 
According to the N. T., the brothers of Jesus, to whom James belonged, 
are the children of Mary born in wedlock with Joseph after the birth of 
Jesus; as is correctly recognized by Herder, Credner, Meyer, de Wette, 
Wiesinger, Stier, Bleek, and others. 

In what the Evangelists relate of the brothers of Jesus, James is not 
particularly distinguished. Accordingly we are not to consider his conduct 
as different from that of the rest. Although closely related by birth to 
Jesus, His brothers did not recognize His higher dignity, so that Jesus with 
reference to them said ody tore npoohrnc ariuoc, ei un ev TH TaTpide abtod, Kai év TH 
oixig aitod (Matt. xiii. 56). Lange incorrectly infers from John ii. 12, where 
the brothers of Jesus are first mentioned, that “even at the commencement 
of the ministry of Jesus they were spiritually related (that is, by faith) to 
the disciples;” for at that time the brothers had not attached themselves 
to the disciples, but went with them from Cana to Capernaum that they 
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might accompany Mary. At a later period we find them separated from 
the disciples (see Mark iii. 21; Matt. xii. 46; Luke viii. 19);1 they go 
with Mary to the house where Jesus is, because, thinking that He was mad, 
they wished to bring Him home with them, which was evidently no sign of 
their faith, but rather of their unbelief.2_ After the miracle of the loaves, 
when the feast of tabernacles was at hand, they are with Jesus in Galilee; 
but that even at this period they did not believe on Him, is expressly 
asserted by John (vii. 5). Only after the ascension do we find them as 
disciples of the Lord in close fellowship with the apostles. We are not 
informed when this change took place; but from the fact that Jesus on the 
cross resigned His mother, as one forsaken, to the care of John, we may 
conjecture that even then they did not believe. It is probable that our 
Lord’s appearance after His resurrection to James (1 Cor. xv. 5) decided 
his belief, and that his conversion drew his brothers along with him, as may 
be inferred from the force of his character. So Bleek, Einl. ind. N. T., 
p- 546. James at an early period obtained in the church of Jerusalem such 
a position that he appears as its head (about A.D. 44); yet this position is 
not that of a bishop in distinction from presbyters, but he was one of the 
presbyters (Acts xv. 22, 23), whose loftier dignity was not derived from 
any special official authority, but only from his personality. In the confer- 
ence at Jerusalem (in the year 50, Acts xv.), James not only took an impor- 
tant part, but his voice gave the decision. We cannot call his advice, in 
accordance with which the definite resolution was arrived at, a compromise; 
for the question whether believers among the Gentiles were obliged to be 
circumcised could only be affirmed or denied. James decided the question 
in the negative; grounding his opinion not on his own experience, nor on 
the communications of Paul and Barnabas, but on the divine act narrated 
by Peter, wherein he recognized the commencement of the fulfilment of the 
definite Adyoe rév mpodnrav. When he imposed upon the Gentile Christians 
dnéxeoba Gnd Tov dhicynuatuv Tov EldOAwY Kal THE mopvetag Kal Tov mMuLKTOD Kal TOD 
aivaroc, he does so, not in the same sense as that in which the Judaizers im- 


) 

1 This event, according to the united testi- no longer in Nazareth, but in Capernaum; for 
mony of the Synoptists, occurred after the in Mark vi. 3 the inhabitants of Nazareth say 
choice of the Twelve; Mark makes it to fol- only of the sisters, but not of His mother and 
low directly upon it. In éAeyov yap, ver. 21, brothers, that they dwelt with them (comp. 
Lange finds an “artifice”? on the part of those also Matt. xiii. 55). 
belonging to Jesus to rescue Him from the 2 Lange also, itis true, finds in the demand 
death which threatened Him (!). — Meyer of the brothers a sign of unbelief, but of the 
supplies to €€7AGov, ‘from Nazareth; ” but it unbelief of an enthusiasm which had not yet 
is probable that the family at this time dwelt risen to self-sacrifice! 
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posed on them the observance of the law; and when as a reason he appeals 
to the reading of Moses every sabbath in the synagogues even of Gentile 
cities, he intimates that he wished to draw the boundary to the freedom of 
the Gentile Christians; within which they must keep themselves if it were 
to be possible for the Jewish Christians to live in brotherly fellowship with 
them. That James not only recognizes Gentile Christianity, but also the 
énoorodf of Paul, is apparent from Gal. ii. 7 ff.; yet it does not follow that 
he entered entirely into Paul’s views. According to Gal. ii. 12, the persons 
there called rwé¢ dnd ’laxéBov were offended because Peter and the other Jews 
did eat perd tov éovdv. We are not told in the narrative of Paul that these 
did not come directly from James, but only from Jerusalem; at least, that 
they had not been sent by James, or that they had expressed themselves 
more strongly than the views of James warranted. The influence which 
they exerted on Peter, and even on Barnabas and the other Jewish Chris- 
tians at Antioch, would rather seem to indicate that their words were 
regarded as those of James, who, when he declared himself against ovvecbiew 
peta tov éovav,! did not contradict his view expressed in the convention at 
Jerusalem. It is clear from Acts xxi. 17-26 that James attached great im- 
portance to the point that every dmocracia of the Jews from Moses should be 
avoided, and that the Gentile Christians should remain by that fourfold 
dnéxecbar; he even demanded from Paul a proof that he had not ceased to 
observe the law (rdv véuov gvAdocev). From the fact that Paul complied with 
this demand, it follows not only that he was not hostilely opposed to the 
view of James, but that he respected it, and recognized in it nothing essen- 
tially opposed to his own principles. He could not have done so had James 
insisted on the observance of the law in the same sense as did the Judaizing 
Christians, against whom Paul so often and so decidedly contended. Ac- 
cording to James, the law was not a necessary means of justification along 
with and in addition to faith, but the rule of life appointed by God to the 
people of Israel, according to which believing Israel has to conform in the 
Sree obedience of faith. Thus James was and continued to be in his faith in 
Christ a true Jew, without, however, denying that Christianity was not only 
the glorification of Judaism, but also that by it the blessing promised to 


1 If Paul by ra €@vy (Gal. ii. 12) means not 


otherwise Peter would have had no reason to 
Gentiles, but, as is certainly the usual view, 


separate himself from them at their meals. — 
Gentile Christians, we must suppose, with Yet it is doubtful if we are justified in assum- 


‘ 
ing this, as the presupposed fact is not in the 
that the Gentile Christians at Antioch no least indicated by Paul. 


longer kept the rules established at Jerusalem, 


Wieseler (Komm. tiber d. Br. an d. Gal.), 
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Israel was imparted to the Gentiles without their being subject to the law 
of Israel.1. The position of James toward the Mosaic law was accordingly 
different from that of Paul. For, whilst the latter was conscious that in 
Christ he was dead to the law (u@ dv ind vouov, 1 Cor. ix. 20), so that he felt 
himself at liberty to be dc "Iovdaioc to the Jews but o¢ dvouoc to the dréouorc, 
though always évvoyuoc Xpior®, the former esteemed it to be a sacred duty 
in Christ to observe the law which God had given to His people through 
Moses.? In this legal obedience James showed such a strict conscientious- 
And con- 
sidering this his peculiar character, it is not at all to be wondered at that 


ness, that even by the Jews he received the name of “the Just.” 


the Judaistic Christians leant chiefly on him, and that Judaistic tradition 
imparted additional features to his portrait, by which he appeared as the 
ideal of Jewish holiness. According to the description of Hegesippus 
(Euseb., Hist. Eccl., ii. 23), he was by birth a Nazarite, he led an ascetic 
life, he never anointed with oil nor used the bath, he never wore woollen 
but linen clothes, he was permitted to enter into the sanctuary, and he 
prayed constantly on his knees for the forgiveness of the people, and con- 
tinued in his devotions so long that his knees became hard as camels’. 
This description may contain a few genuine traits, yet, as will be generally 


1 Weiss is wrong when he maintains (in the ii. 11 presupposes that it is only possible to 
stand in the judgment inasmuch as that judg- 


It is to be observed that 


dissertation “‘ James and Paul” in the Deutsche 
Ztschr. f. christl. Wissenschaft, 5th year, 
1854, No. 51) that James was a stranger to the 
distinction between the fulfilment of the law 
from a motive of duty and from the impulse 
of a new principle, and that in this he was in 
opposition to Paul; that while, according to 


ment is merciful. 
Weiss advances the same view of James in his 
Bibl. Theologie. 

2 Pauland James before their conversion to 
Christ certainly occupied different positions 
with regard to the law. The former regarded 


the latter, the law leads to sin and death; ac- 
cording to the view of James it produces 
righteousness and deliverance from death; and 
that he cherishes the idea, supposed by Weiss 
to be contained in the O. T., that he only can 
be declared righteous by God who is actually 
perfectly righteous. In opposition to the first 
two positions it is to be urged, that James in 
chap. ii. speaks not of the O. T. law as such, 
but of the N. T. vouos ths éAevOepias; and 
against the third position, that the O. T. rec- 


ognizes distinctly a forgiveness of sips, as well ; 


as that James regards dixavodcdar e& Epywy as 
a work of grace, since he does not deny the 
existence of sin among true believers, and in 


it —conformably to his Pharisaism—as the 
means of procuring righteonsiess, and accord- 
ingly in his strivings he experienced it as a 
¢vyés which weighed him down: James, on 
the other hand, was certainly one of those 
pious persons to whom, in the faith of the 
covenant which God made with His people, 
the law, as the witness of this covenant, was 
the word of divine love, and therefore in it he 
had found his joy and consolation (comp. Ps. 
exix. 92, xix. 8-11). Paul found his peace, 
when he recognized himself in Christ free from 
the law; James, when he experienced in 


Christ strength to obey the law. 
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admitted, it cannot be acquitted of “suspicious exaggeration” (Lange). 
The statements of the Ebionites proceed farther; in the Clementines, James 
is raised above all the apostles, and exalted to the episcopacy of all Chris- 
tendom; indeed, according to Epiphanius (Haeres., xxx. 16), his ascension 
to heaven was a matter of narration; and Epiphanius himself thinks that 
he not only went yearly into the holy of holies, but that he also wore the 
diadem of the high priest. 


SEC. 2.—THE READERS OF THE EPISTLE. 


The contents of the Epistle prove that it was addressed to Christians. 
Not only does the author— who by the designation kvpiov ‘Ijood Xprarod 
dovaoc plainly announces himself to be a Christian — address his readers 
throughout as his “brethren” (also as his “beloved brethren”), but in 
several places he distinctly affirms that they stand with him on the same 
ground of faith; in chap. i. 18 he says that God has begotten them 
(jac) by the word of truth; in chap. ii, 1 he reminds them of their 
niotic Tov Kupiov *l, Xpiotod tie ddén¢; in chap. il. 7 he speaks of the goodly 
name (that is, the name of Jesus Christ) which was invoked upon them; 
in chap. v. 7 he exhorts them to patience, pointing out to them the 
nearness of the coming of the Lord; and in chap. ii. 16 ff. he evidently 
supposes that they had one and the same faith with himself. Add to 
this, that if the author as a dodAo¢ of Christ had written to non-Christians, 
his Epistle could only have had the intention of leading them to faith 
in Christ; but of such an intention there is not the slightest trace found 
in the Epistle, so that Bouman .is completely unjustified when he says: 
vult haec esse epistola estque revera christianae religionis schola pro- 
paedeutica. Certainly the designation of the readers, found in the 
inscription of the Epistle as ai dadexa gvdat ai gv 7p duaoropd, appears at 
variance with this view, as such a designation properly applies to Jews 
dispersed among the Gentiles beyond the boundaries of Palestine. By 
this name cannot be meant Christians in general (Hengstenberg), inas- 
much as they are the spiritual Israel (in contrast to 6 lopayA Kata cadpKa 
1 Cor. x. 18; comp. Gal. vi. 16), and still less the Gentile Christians 
(Philippi), because it stamps the nationality too distinctly (much more 
than the expression é«Aexrol maperidnuor duaomopic, 1 Pet. i. 1), particularly 
as nothing is added pointing beyond the limits of nationality. The 
apparent contradiction is solved by the consideration of the view of 
James; according to which the Christians to whom he wrote not only 
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had not ceased to be Jews, but it was precisely those Jews who believed 
in the Messiah promised to them and manifested in Jesus who were the 
true Jews, so that he regarded believing Israel as the true people of God, 
on whom he could therefore without scruple confer the name ai déddexa 
gvaai,1 pointing to the fathers to whom the promises were made; and, 
besides, it is not to be forgotten that the sharp distinction between 
Christianity springing up in Judaism, and Judaism called to Christianity, 
did not at first arise, but was only gradually developed by subsequent 
historical relations. Yet it is not—on account of the above adduced 
reasons — to be inferred, as Bouman and Lange assume, that the Epistle 
was not only written to the converted, but also to the unconverted 
Jews.? The destination of the Epistle to Jewish Christians follows from 
chap. ii. 2, where the place of assembly of the congregations is called 
ovvaywyn; from ii. 19, where monotheism is prominently brought for- 
ward; from v. 12, where swearing according to forms customary among 
the Jews is forbidden; and from v. 14, where the custom of anointing 
with oil is mentioned. But, besides, all the ethical faults which the 
author reproves are of such a nature that they have their root in the 
carnal Jewish disposition (Wiesinger, Schaff, Thiersch, and others).8— 
The indolent reliance, prevailing in the congregations, on a faith without 
works, cannot be adduced as a feature opposed to the Jewish character; 
for in its nature it is nothing else than the pharisaical confidence on the 
superiority over all other uations, granted by God through the law to 
the people of Israel. As the Jews thought that in their law they had 
a guaranty for their salvation without the actual practice of the law 
(comp. Rom. ii. 17 ff.), so these Christians trusted to their faith, though 


defective in works.4 That in later times the Jews also placed a false 


1 The solution is unsatisfactory, that “James dresses them directly; as also the prophets 


writes to the Jews with whom he has access 
as a servant of Jesus Christ, and on whom as 
such he has influence.” 

2 Tt is true that the author directly addresses 
the rich, who were hostilely disposed to the 
Christians; but it does not follow from this 
that the Epistle was in any proper sense di- 
rected to them; it is rather to be explained 
from the liveliness with which he writes. The 
author sees those who had exposed the read- 
ers of his Epistle in a twofold manner to temp- 
tation (e.pacuds) as present before him, and 
therefore for the sake of his readers he ad- 


often did in their denunciations against the 
enemies of Israel. 

3 When Briickner thinks that the descrip- 
tion of the readers as at Sudexa dudai does not 
require that they were merely Jewish Chris- 
tians, but only that they who came over to 
them from the Gentiles must have submitted 
to the ordinances of the Jewish national life, 
it is to be observed that circumcised Gentiles 
were no longer regarded as Gentiles, but as 
Jews. 

4 «What James had in view is simply a 


Jewish orthodoxy which asserted itself among 
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confidence on their knowledge of God, Justin testifies when he says: 
of Aéyovow, bre Kav dyaptwAor wor, Oedv de ywookovalv, ob pH Aoyionta abdroi¢ 
duapriav (Dial., p. 870, ed. col.). —It is true, it is not prominently men- 
tioned in the Epistle, that the readers were solicitous about a scrupulous 
observance of the rites of the Mosaic law; but a false estimate of an 
external dpyoxeia was, according to i. 22 ff., not wanting among them, 
with which also was united, as among the Jews, a fanatical zeal (dpyf). 
—The condition of these Jewish-Christian congregations, as described 
in the Epistle, was as follows: They were exposed to manifold tempta- 
tions (meipacpoic mouxidow), whilst their members as poor (rarewoi, mTwxoi) 
by reason of their faith (chap. ii. 5, 6) were oppressed by the rich. 
But they did not bear these persecutions with that patience which assures 
the true Christian of the crown of life: on the contrary, these persecu- 
tions gave rise to an inward temptation, the blame of which, however, 
they sought not in themselves, in their émvuia, but in God. Instead 
of praying in faith for the wisdom which was lacking to them, they gave 
way to doubt, which placed them in opposition to the principle of Chris- 
tian life. Whilst they considered their ramewdry¢ as a disgrace, they 
looked with envy at the glitter of earthly glory, and preferred the friend- 
ship of the world to that of God; in consequence of which, even in their 
religious assemblies, they flattered the rich, whilst they looked down 
upon the poor. This worldly spirit, conducive to the friendship of the 
world, was likewise the occasion of bitter strife among them, in which 
they murmured against each other, and in passionate zeal contended with 
violent words. These contentions were not “theological discussions” 
(Reuss) or “doctrinal dissensions” (Schmid), for the Epistle points to 
none of these; but concerned practical life, especially the Christian’s 
demeanor in the world As the Jews imagined that it. belonged to 
them to be the ruling people of the world, to whom all the glory of the 
world belonged, so also many in these congregations wished to possess, 
even on the earth, in a worldly form, the glory promised to Christians; 
and therefore they quarrelled with “the brethren of low degree,” who, on 


their part, were carried along in passionate wrath against those of a 


the Jewish Christians in the form of a dead, and unphilosophical author as much opposed 
unfruitful faith in God and the Messiah” 
(Thiersch). 

1 The observation of Reuss (§ 144) is mis- has nothing to do with “systems and philoso- 
leading: ‘*The supremacy of systems and phy.” 
philosophy of faith was to the simple-minded 


as the supremacy of money and fine clothes; ” 
since the AaAety against which James contends 
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proud disposition. In serving the world they certainly did not wish to 
cease to be Christians; but they thought to be certain of justification 
(SixaodoGac) on account of their faith, although that faith was to them 
something entirely external, which produced among them a fanatical zeal 
(as the law among the Jews), but not that work of faith which consisted, 
on the one hand, in rypeiv éavrdv dd rod xéouov, and, on the other, in the 
practice of compassionate love. Yet all were not estranged in this 
manner from the Christian life; there were still among them disciples 
of the Lord who were and wished to be ramewoi: yet worldliness was so 
prevalent in the midst of them, that even they suffered from it. Hence 
the admonitory and warning nature of the Epistle to all, yet so that it 
is addressed chiefly sometimes to the one party and sometimes to the 
other, and is in its tone now mild and now severe. All, however, are 
addressed as dJeAgoi, except the rich, who are distinctly stated as those 
who stand not inside, but outside, of the congregations to whom the 
Epistle was addressed. These faults in the congregations were the occa- 
sion which induced James to compose his Epistle. The Epistle itself 
is opposed to the opinion of Lange, that its occasion can only be under- 
stood when it is recognized that the Jewish Christians were infected by 
the fanaticism of the Jews, in which the revolutionary impulse of inde- 
pendence and revenge was united with enthusiastic apocalyptic and 
chiliastic hopes, and which was excited by the antagonism of the Gentile 
world to Judaism; in the Epistle, only in an: arbitrary manner can 
references and allusions to these “historical conditions” be maintained. 

The churches to which the Epistle is addressed are, according to the 
inscription, outside of Palestine, chiefly in Syria and the far East, whilst 
in the West there were. hardly any Jewish-Christian churches; yet it is 
possible that the’ author also included, by the expression employed, the 
churches in Palestine only outside of Jerusalem (Guericke). 


SEC. 3.—CONTENTS AND CHARACTER OF THE EPISTLE. 


The Epistle commences with a reference to the mepaouoi which the 
readers had to endure, exhorting them to esteem them as reasons for joy, 
to prove their patience under them, to ask in faith for the wisdom which 
was lacking to them, to which a warning against doubt is annexed. To 
the rich the judgment of God is announced; whilst to the lowly, who 
endure patiently, the crown of life is promised (i. 1-12). Directly upon 
this follows the warning not to refer the internal temptations which arose 


i 
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from their own lusts (émdvuia) to God; as from God, on the contrary, 
cometh every good gift, especially the new birth by the word of truth 
(i. 13-18). To this is annexed the exhortation to be swift to hear, slow 
to speak, and slow to wrath. This exhortation forms the basis for the 
following amplifications. The first, “swift to hear,” is more precisely 
defined: to receive with meekness the word which is able to save the 
soul, in such a way as there shall be no failure in the doing of the word 
by works of compassionate love, and by preserving one’s self from the 
world (i. 19-27). With special reference to the flattery of the rich and 
the despising of the poor occurring in their assemblies, the sin of respect 
of persons is brought before the readers, and pressed upon them: that 
whosoever shall transgress the law in one point, he is guilty of all, and 
that to the unmerciful a judgment without mercy will be meted out 
(ii. 1-13); whereupon it is strongly affirmed that it is foolish to trust 
to a faith which without works is in itself dead. Such a faith does not 
profit; for by works a man is justified, and not by faith only, as also 
the examples of Abraham and Rahab show (ii. 14-26). — Without any 
transition, an earnest warning follows against the vain desire of teaching, 
which evidently refers to “slow to speak, slow to wrath.” The warning 
is founded on the difficulty, indeed the impossibility, of bridling the 
tongue. Heavenly wisdom is then commended, in contrast to the wisdom 
of this world, which is full of bitter envy (iii. 1-18). The author severely 
reprimands his readers for their strifes arising from the love of the 
world; and exhorts them to humble themselves before God, and not to 
judge one another (iv. 1-12). He then turns to those who, in the pride 
of possession, forget their dependence on God, points out to them the 
fleeting nature of human life, subjoins a severe apostrophe against the 
rich, to whom he announces the certain judgment of God (iv. 13-y. 6), 
and, pointing to the Old-Testament examples, exhorts his readers to a 
persevering patience in love, as the coming of the Lord is at hand 
(v. 7-11). After a short warning against idle swearing (v. 12), the 
author gives advice as to how the sick are to behave themselves, exhort- 
ing them to mutual confession of sin, and, referring to the example of 
Elias, to mutual intercession; he then concludes the Epistle by stating 
the blessing which arises from the conversion of a sinner (v. 13-20).1 


1 On the train of thought in the Epistle, i. 19 for the construction of the Epistle is cor- 
see The Connection of the Epistle of James, rectly recognized; only the two members 
by Pfeiffer, in Theol. Stud. u. Kritiken, 1850, Bpadvs eis Td AaAfoar and Bpadds eis dpyyv are 
Part I. In this dissertation the importance of too much separated from each other, and ac- 
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This Epistle was not addressed to a single church, but to a circle of 
churches (namely, to the Jewish-Christian churches outside of Palestine or 
of Jerusalem), on which account, when received into the canon, it was 
classed among the so-called émorodaic kafoduxatc, by which, however, nothing 
is determined concerning its peculiar design.1_ For, even although the 
seven catholic Epistles received this name with reference to the already 
existing collection of the Pauline Epistles, yet the opinion of Kern (Com- 
mentary, Introduction), that the collection of these epistles under that name 
indicates an internal relationship with reference to the doctrine and tend- 
ency of Paul, is not justified. As an encyclical epistle, the Epistle of 
James considers only congregational, but not personal, relations. With 
regard to its contents, it is decidedly ethical, not dogmatic, and that not 
merely because it treats only of the ethical faults in the congregations te- 
ferred to, but also because it contemplates Christianity only according to 
its ethical side.? It is peculiar to this Epistle, that the gospel— the word 
of truth by which God effects the new birth, and of which it is said that it 
is able to save the soul—is designated véuoc. This vouoc, more exactly 
characterized as rédewc 6 ti¢ éhevOepiac, is certainly distinguished from the 
O. T. vouoc, which only commands, without communicating the power of 
free obedience; but, at the same time, in this very designation the convic- 
tion is expressed of the closest connection between Judaism and Christi- 
anity, whilst the same vouoc Bacrduxéc, which forms the essence of the law in 
the O. T. economy, is stated as the summary of this N. T. véuoc. Taking 
these two points together, it follows, according to the view of the author, 
that, on the one hand, the Christian by means of zioric, which is implanted 
in his mind by the word of truth, has stepped into a new relation with God 
(and in so far Christianity is a new creation); and, on the other hand, the 
chief point of Christianity consists in this, that in it such a moiyow is pos- 
sible, by which a man is paxdpuc, and may be assured of future owrgpia (and 
in so far Christianity is glorified Judaism). Hence the author can ascribe 
no importance to a zior« which is without épya, and hence it is natural to 


cordingly the commencement of a third divis- 2 John are included is that they belonged to 
ion of the Epistle is placed at iii. 13, where, the First Epistle, and were appended to it. 
however, the reference to the dpy% in the pre- See also Herzog’s Real-Encyklopddie, article 
ceding paragraph is evident. ‘* Katholische Briefe.” 

1 Concerning the name émaroAat KaboAckat, 2 Also ‘*the mystical element”? (Brtickner, 
see Introductions to the N. T. The most Gunkel) is not wanting, as appears from i. 18; 
probable opinion is, that KafodArcds is synony- but this is only indicated in a passing manner, 
mous with éyxv«Avos. The reason why1 and = without James further entering upou 
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him to place all the importance on the épya, that is, on the works which pro- 
ceed from faith; yet he does this neither in the sense that man by his épya 
is placed in this new relation to God, for it is only in this relation that he 
can do these works, nor yet in the sense that by them he can merit owrnpia 
or duxaovopa in the judgment (év 7 xpivecbar), for James does not deny that 
the believer continues a sinner, and that therefore he can only be acquitted 
in judgment by the mercy of God. — The reticence on christological points 
is another peculiarity of this Epistle. Yet there is not wanting in it a de- 
cidedly Christian impress. This is seen in two ways: First, ethical exhor- 
tations are enforced—though not, as is often the case in other N. T. 
Epistles, by a reference to the specific points of Christ’s salvation—by a 
reference both to the saving act of regeneration by the gospel, and to the 
advent of the Lord, so that, as the foundation of the Christian ethical life 
subjectively considered is rioric, so objectively it is the redemption of God 
in Christ. Secondly, the same dignity is attributed to Christ in this Epistle 
as in the other writings of the N. T. This is seen from the fact that the 
author calls himself a dovAce of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ. It is 
here to be observed, that God and Christ are placed in juxtaposition, and 
that the same name is given to Christ as to God, namely kipioc, by which: 
He is placed on an equality with God, and specifically distinguished from 
man. The circumstance that the author directly unites the divine judg- 
ment with the coming of the Lord, indeed designates the Lord Himself as 
the Judge, also points to this higher dignity of Christ. See Dorner, Lehre 
von der Person Christi, 2d ed., part i. p. 94 ff.; Kern, Komment., p. 40; 
Schmid, Bibl. Theol., part ii. § 57,1. Nor are christological points wanting 
in the Epistle; though the fact that they are more repressed than is the case 
elsewhere in the N. T., and that specific acts of redemption, as the incarna- 
tion of Christ, His death, His resurrection, etc., are entirely omitted, forms 
a peculiarity of this Epistle which distinguishes it from all the other writ- 
ings of the N. T.. The view of the author is directed less to the past than 
to the future, as this corresponds to his design, which aimed at the practical 
bearing of Christianity; see i. 12, ii. 5, 14, iii. 1, v.1,7,9. See, on the 
contents of the Epistle, Weiss, Bibl. Theol. des N. T., pp. 196-219.—It is 
undeniable that there is a connection between this Epistle and Christ’s Ser- 
mon on the Mount; Kern calls it a counterpart of the same, and Schmid 
(Bibl. Theol., ii. § 60) says that James had it for his model. Yet this is not 
to be understood as if the Sermon on the Mount, as transmitted by Matthew, 
was influential for the conception of this Epistle: it is not even proved that 
the author was acquainted with that writing; and not only do we find in 
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each of these two writings many references which are foreign to the other, 
but also where they coincide there is a difference of expression in the same 
thoughts. The relationship consists rather in the fact that the ethical view 
of Christianity, as seen in the Epistle, is in perfect accordance with the} 
thoughts expressed by Christ in the Sermon on the Mount, as well as in: 
His other discourses, and which, before they were reduced to writing, were 
in their original form vividly impressed on the Church by oral tradition. 
Imbued with the moral spirit of Christianity announced in these words of 
Jesus, the author of the Epistle regards Christianity chiefly as a moral life, 
so that even the person of Christ, in a certain measure, steps into the back- 
ground; just as Christ Himself, where He treats of the ethical life, is com- 
paratively silent with reference to His own person. The parallel passages 
from the Sermon on the Mount are the following: chap. i. 2, Matt. v. 10-12; 
chap. 1. 4 (iva fre téAewor), Matt. v. 48; chap. i. 5, v. 15 ff., Matt. vii. 7 ff. ; 
chap. i. 9, Matt. v. 3; chap. i. 20, Matt. v. 22; chap. ii. 138, Matt. vi. 14, 
15, v. 7; chap. ii. 14 ff., Matt. vii. 21 ff.; chap. iii. 17, 18, Matt. v. 9; chap. 
iv. 4, Matt. vi. 24; chap. iv. 10, Matt. v. 8,4; chap. iv. 11, Matt. vii. 1 f.; 
chap. v. 2, Matt. vi. 19; chap. v. 10, Matt. v. 12; chap. v. 12, Matt. v. 33 ff. 
There are also parallel passages from the other discourses of Jesus: chap. i. 
14, Matt. xv. 19; chap. iv. 12, Matt. x. 28. Compare also the places where 
the rich are denounced, with Luke vi. 24 ff. — But as these parallel passages 
do not prove the use of the synoptical Gospels, so neither is a use of the 
Pauline Epistles demonstrated.t_ The few places where the author coincides 
with the First Epistle of Peter are to be explained from an acquaintance of 
Peter with this Epistle. On the other hand, it is worthy of remark, that 
not only is there frequent reference to the expressions and historical ex- 
amples of the O. T., but that the idea “of the contrast, running through 
the spirit of Israel, between the externally fortunate but reprobate friend- 
ship of the world, and the externally suffering but blessed friendship of 

God” (Reuss), pervades this Epistle. — Several passages are evidently 
founded on corresponding passages in the Apocrypha of the O. T. 

_ As, on the one hand, the Epistle is a letter of comfort and exhortation 
for the believing brethren, so, on the other hand, it is a polemical writing; 
but its polemics are directed not against dogmatic errors, but ethical per- 
Only one passage, chap. ii. 14-26, appears to combat a definite 


versions. 
doctrine, and that the doctrine of justification of the Apostle Paul. But 


1 Incorrectly, Hengstenberg thinks that ii. 12, to Gal. iv.5; and chap. i. 22, to Rom. 
chap. i. 2, 8, refers to Rom. vy. 3; chap. i. 25, ii.138. 
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whatever view may be taken of this, the polemics are here introduced for 
the sake of ethical Christian life, namely, only-with the object of showing 
that Christians are not indolently to trust to a ior without works, but are 
to prove a living faith by good works, so that the proposition é épywv dixasovrae 
dvopuroc, kat ovk éx mictews wovov, is by no means employed to confute the Paul- 
ine principle, ov dicaodrat dvopurrog && Epywv vouov, édv uA bia TisTewe ’Inoov Xptorod, 
in the application in which Paul made the assertion. Here, then, as every- 
where, we see that the author is a man whose attention is entirely directed 
to practical life, and who, both for himself and for others, has in view, as 
the aim of -all striving, a reAecry¢ which consists in the perfect agreement 
of the life with the divine will, which the law in itself was incapable of pro- 
ducing, but which to the Christian is rendered possible, because God, accord- 
ing to His will, has by faith implanted His law as an inner principle of life, 
and therefore is to be aimed at with all earnestness. 

In recent times, the peculiar tendency of this Epistle has often been des- 
ignated as that of a Jewish Christianity. It is true that there is not the 
slightest trace of an agreement with the view expressed in Acts xv. 1: éav uy 
mepitéuvnobe TO Ee Mwiséwe ob divacbe owdjva; neither is circumcision, nor the 
ritual observances of the Mosaic law, anywhere mentioned; but the suppo- 
sition of the unity of the Old and New Testament law which lies at the 
foundation of the Epistle, as well as the peculiar importance assigned to 
noinotc Tob épyov, with the reticence on the christological points of salvation, 
point certainly to a Jewish-Christian author, who occupies a different posi- 
tion to the law from that of the Apostle Paul. So far, there is nothing to 
object to in this designation; only it must not be forgotten, that, apart from 
the heretical forms into which Jewish Christianity degenerated, it might 
assume, and did assume, special forms different from that presented in this 
Epistle. If, in later Jewish-Christian literature, there are many traces of a 
relationship with the tendency of this Epistle, yet there is to be recognized 
in this fact not less the definite influence of the person of the author than 
its Jewish-Christian spirit. 

As regards the style and form of expression, the language is not only fresh 
and vivid, the immediate outflow of a deep and earnest spirit, but at the 
same time sententious and rich in graphic figure. Gnome follows after 
gnome, and the discourse hastens from one similitude to another: so that 
the diction often passes into the poetical, and in some parts is like that of 
the O. T. prophets. We do not find logical connection, like that in St. 
Paul; but the thoughts arrange themselves in single groups, which are 
strongly marked off from one another. We everywhere see that the author 
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has his object clearly in sight, and puts it forth with graphic concreteness. 
“As mild language is suited to tender feeling, so strong feelings produce 
strong language. Especially, the style acquires emphasis and majesty by 
the climax of thoughts and words ever regularly and rhetorically arrived at, 
and by the constantly occurring antithesis,” Kern (Commentary, p. 37 f.).— 
Also the mode of representation in the Epistle is peculiar: “The writer ever 
goes at once in res medias, and with the first sentence which begins a sec- 
tion (usually an interrogative or imperative one) says out at once, fully 
and entirely, that which he has in his heart; so that in almost every case 
the first words of each section might serve as a title for it. The further 
development of the thought, then, is regressive, explaining and grounding 
the preceding sentence, and concludes with a comprehensive sentence, reca- 
pitulating that with which he began” (Wiesinger). 


SEC. 4.—THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE EPISTLE. 


According to the inscription, the Epistle is written by James, who styles 
himself doddoc of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ; but this designation is 
neither in favor of nor against the apostolate of the author. Still, it is evi- 
dent from the whole contents of the Epistle, addressed to the Jewish-Chris- 
tian churches of the Diaspora, that no other James is meant than ‘the 
brother of the Lord,’ who is not identical with the Apostle James (see 
sec. 1). Eusebius expresses himself uncertainly concerning its authen- 
ticity; he reckons it among the Antilegomena (Hist. Ecel., iii. 25), and 
says of it: ioréov de vobevera pév, that not many of the ancients have men- 
tioned it, but that nevertheless it is publicly read in most of the churches 
(Hist. Eccl., ii. .23). Of the ancient fathers, Origen is the first who ex- 
pressly cites it (tom. xix. In Joan. : cc év 77 pepopévy laxe3ov émtoroAp avéyvayer); 
in the Latin version of Rufinus, passages are often quoted from the Epistle 
as the words of the Apostle James (ed. de la Rue, vol. ii., Hom. viii., Jn 
Exod., p. 158: “sed et Apostolus Jacobus dicit;” comp. pp. 139, 191, 644, 
671, 815). The Epistle is not mentioned in the writings of Clemens Alex- 
andrinus, Irenaeus, and Tertullian; yet, according to Eusebius (//ist. Eccl., 
vi. 14), it was known and commented on by Clemens Alexandrinus. Diony- 
sius Alexandrinus expressly mentions it; and Jerome (Catalog., ¢. ili.) di- 
rectly calls James the Lord’s brother, the author of the Epistle, yet with 
the remark: quae et ipsa ab alio quodam sub nomine ejus edita asseritur. It 
is of special importance, that this Epistle is found in the old Syriac ver- 
sion, the Peshito, in which are wanting the four smaller Catholie Epistles 
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and the Apocalypse. Guericke (Einl., p. 442) with truth remarks, “that 
this testimony is of the greater importance, as the country from which the 
Peshito proceeded closely bordered on that from which the Epistle origi- 
nated, and as that testimony was also repeated and believed in by the Syriac 
Church of the following age.” The early existence of the Epistle appears 
by many similarities to single passages in the earliest writings. The agree- 
ment which subsists between some passages.of First Peter and this Epistle 
is undeniable: compare 1 Pet. i. 6, 7, with Jas. i. 2,3; 1 Pet. ii. 1 with Jas. 
i. 21; 1 Pet. iv..8 with Jas. v.20; and 1 Pet. v. 5-9 with Jas. iv. 6, 7, 10. 
(See author’s Comm. on First Peter, Introd., sec. 2.) That Clemens Romanus, 
in his Epist. ad Corinth., chaps. x., xii., Xvii., xxxviii., alludes to correspond- 
ing passages in this Epistle, is not so certain as Kern (in his Commentary), 
Guericke, Wiesinger, and others assume: for, that Clemens in chap. x. 
adduces, among the pious men of the Old Testament, Abraham, referring to 
Gen. xv. 6, is not surprising, also the words 64 ¢gidoc mpocayopevdeic do not 
prove an acquaintance with the Epistle, as Abraham was already so called 
by Philo; his offering of Isaac is indeed mentioned, but not as an épyov on 
account of which he was justified. Similarly with reference to the mention 
of Rahab, of whom it is said in chap. xii.: did iow Kal giAogevian &o60n ‘Padp, 
# mopvn, Whereupon follows the history.! Still less is the connection between 
chap. xvii. and Jas. v. 10, 11. It seems more certain that Jas. iil. 13 
lies at the foundation of the words in chap. xxxvili.: 6 cogde évdetkvicOw tiv 
aopiav abtov pn év Adyou GAN év Epyoug ayafoic. Some similarities to the Epistle 
likewise occur in Hermas: thus III. Simil. 8! nomen ejus negaverunt, quod 
super eos erat invocatum (comp. Jas. ‘li. 7); yet here the discourse is not con- 
cerning the rich and an invective upon them. Further, the passages II. 
Mand. xii. 5: éav obv dvriatig aitdv (dv did30Aov), vexnele gevgerae (comp. Jas. 
iv. 7); and IL. Mand. xii. 6: 903)0n7¢ tov kipwov, rdv duvauevor cdoat Kat droAgoat 
(comp. Jas. iv. 12). Of greater importance than this coincidence in single 
expressions, is the fact that, with Hermas, a view generally predominates 
which agrees in many respects with that of the Epistle: Christianity is also 
with him mostly considered in its ethical sense; the christological points 
step into the background; the distinction of rich and poor is strongly em- 
phasized; and in the exhortation to prayer, xiorw is expressly insisted on, 
and dipuyia (II. Mand. 9) is warned against; so that an acquaintance of the 
author of this writing with the Epistle can scarcely be denied. Also the 


1 Even Guericke admits that this passage of 31 than of Jas. ii. 25. But it is possible that 
the example of Rahab, according to its actual Clemens had neither the one passage nor the 
contents, is a reminiscence rather of Heb. xi. other in view. 
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Clementine Homilies, apart from their speculative contents, exhibit an 
acquaintance with the tendency of this Epistle. Kern has collected a great 
number of parallel passages, yet it cannot be denied that in individual cases 
both the connection and the expression of thought are different. In Ire- 
naeus (Adv. Haer., iv. 16,2) the union of the words: Abraham credidit Deo et 
reputatum est illi ad justitiam, with those which directly follow: et amicus 
Dei vocatus est, points to Jas. ii. 23; also, in Clemens Alex., Strom., vi. p. 
696, ed. Sylb., a similarity to Jas. ii. 8 can scarcely be denied; whilst the 
designation of Abraham in Tertullian (Adv. Judaeos,.cap. 2) as amicus Dei 
proves nothing. Cyrill of Jerusalem (Catech., iv. c; 33) reckons all the 
seven Catholic Epistles among the canonical writings ; and since his time 
the Epistle has been unbesitatingly reckoned an apostolic writing belonging 
to the canon.! 

According to the above data, a certain dubiety undoubtedly prevailed in 
tradition, which, however, proves nothing against the authenticity, as it is 
easily accounted for from the peculiar nature of the Epistle. For, on the 
one hand, James the Lord’s brother had, it is true, obtained an apostolic 
importance, so that Paul numbered him among the pillars of the church; 
yet he was not an apostle, and the more closely the Jewish-Christian 
churches attached themselves to him, so the more estranged must he have 
become to the other churches; and, on the other hand, the Epistle was 
directed only to the Jewish-Christian churches, and the more these, by hold- 
ing to the original type, distinguished and separated themselves from the 
other churches, the more difficult must it have been to regard an epistle 
directed to them as the common property of the Church, especially as it 
appeared to contain a contradiction to the doctrine of the Apostle Paul. 
These circumstances, as Thiersch (Krit., p. 859 f.) and Wiesinger have 
rightly remarked, would hinder the universal recognition of the Epistle; 
but the more this was the case, so much the more valuable are those testi- 
monies of antiquity, although isolated, in favor of its genuineness. 

Whilst, in the Middle Ages, the canonicity of the Epistle was not 
questioned, in the sixteenth century objections to it of various kinds were 
advanced. It is well known that Luther did not regard the Epistle as 
apostolical. In his preface to it (1522) he thus expresses his opinion: 
“In my opinion, it was some good pious man who got hold of and put 
on paper some sayings of the disciples of the apostles, or perhaps 
another has made notes from his preaching.” In the preface to the 


1 Only Theodorus Mopsuestius is said to Leontius Bysantius (Contra Nest. et HLut., iii. 


have rejected it, according to the statement of 14). 
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N. T. (1522) he calls the Epistle, compared with the best books of the 
N. T. (which he names as the Gospel and First Epistle of John, the 
Pauline Epistles, particularly the Romans, the Galatians, and the Ephe- 
sians, and First Peter), “a right strawy Epistle, for it has in it no true 
evangelical character.” In his sermons on the Epistles of Peter (1528), 
Luther says that one may discern that the Epistle of James is “no 
genuine apostolical epistle;” and in his Kirchenpostille (delivered in the 
summers of 1527 and 1528), he again says that it “was neither written by 
an apostle, nor has it the true apostolic ring, nor does it agree with the 
pure doctrine” (Luther’s Works, edited by Plochmann, vol. VIII. p. 268). 
So also, in a sermon on the day of Epiphany, he says, “James and Jude, 
many think, are not writings of the apostles.” The reasons with which 
Luther supports his depreciatory judgment of the Epistle, and which 
he gives in his preface to it, are the following: (1) That it “proclaims 
the righteousness of works, in flat contradiction to Paul and all other 
scripture;” it is true “a gloss (or explanation) of such righteousness of 
works may be found; but that the Epistle adduces the saying of Moses 
(Rom. iv. 3), which speaks only of Abraham’s faith and not of his works, 
in favor of works, cannot be defended.” (2) That it “makes no mention 
of the sufferings, the resurrection, and the Spirit of Christ.” Besides, he 
objects to the Epistle, that this James does nothing more than urge men 
to the law and its works, and “confusedly passes from one subject to 
gnother.” 1 Assuming that some passages are borrowed from First Peter, 
‘and that chap. iv. 5 is from Gal. v. 17, he comes to the conclusion, that 
as James was put to death by Herod before Peter, he could not be the 
author of the Epistle, but that the real author must have lived long after 
Peter and Paul.2— With the opinion of Luther agree the Magdeburg 


1 Also in the Table-Talk (Plochmann’s edi- _—_ Epistle of 1522, and in his preface to the N. T. 


tion, vol. Ixii. p. 127) the same opinion is ex- of the same year; although in the later edi- 
pressed: ‘* Many have endeavored and labored _ tions of the N. T. the whole conclusion, in 
to reconcile the Epistle of James with Paul. . which he treats of the distinction between the 


Philip Melanchthon refers to it in his Apology, books of the N. T., is omitted (see Plochmann, 
but not with earnestness; for ‘faith justifies,’ vol. Ixiii. p. 114). 

and ‘ faith does not justify,’ are plain contra- * This opinion of Luther, that the supposed 
dictions. Whoever can reconcile them, on him author is James the son of Zebedee, is sur- 
will I put on my cap (Barett), and allow him prising, as in the tradition of the Church of his 
to call mea fool.”’ This saying, as well as the own and of the preceding time, not James the 
expression in the Kirchenpostille, proves that son of Zebedee, but James the son of Alphaeus, 
Luther, even in his later years, continued firm was regarded as the author; yet in some MSS. 
to the opinion expressed in his preface to the _ of the Peshito it is ascribed to the former. 
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Centuries, Hunnius, Althamer, and others; and also Wetstein.! On the 
other hand, with evident reference to this opinion, Calvin defends the 
Epistle. In his introduction to his commentary he says: Quia nullam 
ejus (epistolae) repudiandae satis justam causam video, libenter eam sine 
controversia amplector; he repudiates the assertion that the Epistle con- 
tradicts the Apostle Paul; against the reason, quod parcior in praedi- 
canda Christi gratia videtur, quam apostolo conveniat, he asserts: Non 
est ab omnibus exigendum, ut idem argumentum tractent; and he then 
gives his own judgment: Nihil continet Christi apostolo indignum; mul- 
tiplict vero doctrina scatet, cujus utilitas ad omnes Christianae vitae 
partes late patet. On the other hand, the Epistle did not remain unat- 
tacked even in the Catholic Church; not only Erasmus, but also Cajetan 
(on account of the unapostolic salutation, chap. i. 1), expressed doubts 
of its apostolic origin. But neither these doubts, nor the attacks of 
Luther, deprived the Epistle of its ecclesiastical authority: on the con- 
trary, it was regarded in the Protestant not less than in the Catholic 
Church, as the work of the Apostle James the younger, who was con- 
sidered as identical with “the Lord’s brother.” — Afterwards Faber 
(Observalt. in Ep. Jac., Coburg, 1770), Bolten (Uebers. der neut. Briefe), 
Schmidt (Hinl. ins N. T.), and Bertholdt advanced the untenable opinion, 
that the Epistle of James -was originally written in Aramaic, and after- 
wards translated by another into Greek. De Wette, in his Introduction to 
the New Testament, asserted that the composition of this Epistle by the 
Lord’s brother — whom he also regarded as the same with James the son 
of Alphaeus— was doubtful. De Wette advances the following reasons 
for his doubts: (1) That we cannot see what should have induced 
James to write to all the Jewish Christians in the world; (2) that the 
misplaced contradiction to Paul seems unworthy of James; (8) that, if 
ii. 25 is to be regarded as a reference to Heb. xi. 31, this would betray 
an author of a later day; and (4) lastly, that it is incomprehensible that 
James should have attained to such a use of the Greek language. If 
De Wette at a later period somewhat modified his opinion, still he 
remained true to his doubts, which he did not deny even in his Ezeget. 
Handbuch. Against these reasons it is to be observed: 1. The occasion 


1 Wetstein’s opinion is as follows: Meam ram operibus justificationem tribuit; denique, 


sententiam nemini obtrudam, tantum dicam, Jacobus ipsa ita confundit omnia ac permiscet, 
me epistolam Jacobi non existimare esse scrip- ut mihi vir bonus aliquis ac simplex fuisse 
tum apostolicum, ob hane rationem: primo, videatur, qui arreptis quibusdam dictis discip- 


quia directe contra Paulum eb omnem scriptu- _ulorum apostolicorum ea in chartam conjecerit. 
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of the writing is clearly to be recognized from the Epistle itself, namely, 
the ethical faults in the churches referred to; that only the Jewish Chris- 
tians in Palestine had separate churches for themselves, is-an unfounded 
assumption of De Wette. 2. The opinion of a contradiction to Paul is 
destitute of all sure exegetical reasons; see explanation of ii. 14 ff. 3. It 
cannot be proved that the example of Rahab is taken from the Epistle 
to the Hebrews. 4. It cannot be perceived why James should be less 
skilled in the Greek language than must be assumed from this Epistle. 
— When De Wette in his Exeget. Handbuch thinks that the author has 
appropriated to himself from Paul (out of his Epistles) the free moral 
spirit, but not his contemplative believing view, and that it is very doubt- 
ful whether he ever reached such a standpoint, it is to be observed that 
such subjective suppositions form no sure basis for criticism. — Schleier- 
macher (in his Introduction to the N. T., edited by Wolde) judges of the 
Epistle even more unfavorably than De Wette. He not only agrees with 
Luther that the author “is confused,” and is destitute “of the true 
evangelical character,” but he also objects that the transitions are “ either 
ornate and artificial, or awkward;” that the artificial character of the 
diction shows that the author was a stranger to the Greek language; 
that much therein is bombast. Schleiermacher, indeed, acknowledges 
that the Epistle is addressed to Jewish Christians; that possibly, in the 
section ii. 14-26, ‘‘no reference to the Pauline theory lies at the founda- 
tion;” that, if the writing is to be placed in the canonical period of the 
apostolic writings, it must be put at an early period, as there is no refer- 
ence to the relation between the Jewish and the Gentile Christians; that 
it indicates a view of Christianity out of which afterwards Ebionite 
Christianity may have arisen. But on the other hand, in opposition to 
these admissions, Schleiermacher thinks that if the Epistle belongs to the 
early period, it could not have been addressed to churches outside of 
Palestine; that we would expect it to have been written in Aramaic; 
that, considering the idea of Christianity which predominates in it 
(namely, that it is the fullest development of monotheism), we can with 
difficulty imagine that “this James was the same person who was the 
immediate disciple of Christ and the apostles, who afterwards became 
bishop of Jerusalem, and was so earnest (?) for the diffusion of Chris- 
tianity among the Gentiles.” — Finally, Schleiermacher arrives at the con- 
clusion that the Epistle is a later production and fabrication, i.e., not 
founded on fact, and not intended by its author for any particular circle 
of readers. : The explanation of the origin and composition of the 
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Epistle which he most favored was, that “some one wrote it in the name 
of the Palestinian Apostle James, and collected reminiscences from his 
discourses, not in the happiest manner, and in a language which was not 
familiar to him.” This criticism wants a sure ground to rest upon, as 
much as the criticism of De Wette.— Also the recent Tiibingen school, 
in conformity with their view of the development of Christianity, have 
denied the authenticity of the Epistle. They place its origin in the 
period when the two antagonistic principles of Jewish Christianity and 
Paulinism already began to be reconciled, in order to be united together 
in Catholicism. Baur, both in his Paulus (p. 677 ff.) and in his Christen- 
thum der 3 ersten Jahrhunderte (p. 96 f.), has attempted to prove that the 
Epistle belongs to a period when Jewish Christianity had already made 
an important concession in relinquishing the necessity of circumcision to 
Gentile Christianity, and that it proves itself to be a product of the 
post-Pauline period, in that it opposes dixaiopa é& %oywv to the Pauline 
Sxatodoba éx mictewc, but, on the other hand, does not deny the influence 
of Paulinism; for, in accordance with the Pauline idea of making the 
law an inward thing, “it not only speaks of the commandment of love 
as a royal law, but also speaks of a law of liberty.” —Schwegler (Das 
nachapost. Zeitalter, vol. i. p. 413 ff.) has attempted to justify this view 
of Baur by an examination of particulars. The following are the 
reasons which he assigns for the composition of the Epistle in the post- 
apostolic period: 1. Its want of individuality; 2. The want of acquaint- 
ance of Christian antiquity with it, and its late recognition as a canon- 
ical writing; 8. The form of a mild Ebionitism which pervades it; 4. 
The internal congregational relations presupposed; 5. Its acquaintance 
with the Pauline Epistles, the Epistle to the Hebrews, and the Gospel 
of the Hebrews. The Elionitical character of the Epistle is proved, 
(1) from the name of James attached to it; (2) from the designation of 
the readers as the dédexa gvdai, x.7.A.. by which not the Jewish-Christian 
churches, but entire Christianity, is meant; (3) from the retention of the 
old Jewish name ovvaywy instead of éxxAnoia; (4) from the statement 
of the Christian life as the fulfilling of the law, united with reticence upon 
the doctrine of the person of Christ; (5) from the relation of the Epistle 
to the Shepherd of Hermas, and the Clementine Homilies; (6) from the 
use of the Apocrypha; (7) from the polemic against the Pauline doctrine 
of justification; and (8) lastly, from the antagonism to the Gentile Chris- 
tians, who under the name zAobow are put in opposition to the Jewish 
Christians, i.e., to the arwyoic. The conciliating tendency seeking an 
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adjustment of the antagonism is alleged to be manifest, (1) from the 
antagonism of the rich and the poor being discussed with the design of 
paving the way for an approximation of these parties by influencing the 
former (the Gentile Christians, regarded as the rich) (1), and by bringing 
about a change of sentimént in them (toward the Jewish Christians, 
regarded as the poor); (2) from there being found in the Epistle a doc- 
trinal approximation to the Pauline ideas and principles, particularly in 
the idea of the law as vouu¢ éAevdepiac, of Christianity as a new creation, 
of niotrc as “an internal and confident apprehension of the doctrine of 
salvation,” and even in the matter of justification itself; whilst to the 
Pauline doctrine is not plainly opposed the sskaiwoe t %pywr, but the 
Oucaiwowg #E Epywv, oi¢ H miotTWg ovvepyel, OY the dicaiwou éx miotewc, 7 TEeAEcodTat 
dua tov tpyov; and (3) from the fact that by the words: od moredeuc, dre 6 
Gede ele éoTt* Karo roueic, the agreement of the Gentile-Christian and the 
Jewish-Christian tendencies in this principal and fundamental doctrine 
of Christianity is prominently brought forward. Schwegler has evidently 
most carefully searched out and employed all those points which can in 
any way be made to support his hypothesis; but it is perfectly clear that 
many of the points adduced by him are pure fictions, and that from 
others the most arbitrary inferences are drawn. The result is a view 
which is manifestly self-contradictory. Whilst Schwegler adopts the 
fancy that by the “rich” are meant the Gentile Christians, he subjoins 
to this the inference that the Gentile-Christian cause (ie., the cause of 
the zAcbovr) represents itself to the Ebionitie writer as “a proud conceit 
of wisdom,” as “loquacious controversy,” as “the love of the world and 
its lusts, covetousness, insolence, uncharitableness,” as ‘¢a false and per- 
verted tendency,” and that “to attack on all sides these tendencies in 
their forms, disguises, and appearances, is the object of the Epistle ;” 
but in spite of this, he says at the conclusion of the inquiry, “Thus, 
then, it is with a call to eipjvy that the author turns himself to the oppo- 
site Gentile-Christian faction; such is the watchword and leading practical 
thought of his Epistle.” The most glaring internal contradiction of such 
a criticism would not hinder us from placing the most arbitrary fiction 
in the place of history. Ritschl (D. Entst. der altkathol. Kirche, p. 150 ff.) 
occupies a different position with reference to the Epistle from Schwegler. 


1 Reuss (§ 146, note) correctly observes: tury, and makes it grow from recent sources. 
“The character of the Epistle given by the Til- 


That the mAovovoe are the Pauline Christians, 
bingen criticism goes beyond every sure reason, 


is a postulate of this criticism for which there 
when it places it far back into the second cen- —_is no proof. The numerous references to the 


INTRODUCTION oT 


He asserts expressly that the similarities and points of contact between 
the Epistle and the Clementine Homilies are too vague to declare that, on 
account of them, the Epistle must be regarded as post-apostolic, or that 
a continuity of design in these writings can be discerned. He considers, 
indeed, that the Epistle belongs to the Jewish-Christian tendency, partic- 
ularly on account of its polemic against the Pauline doctrine of justifi- 
cation; but it is a matter of surprise to him, that there is in it no 
reference to the principles according to which the intercourse of Jewish 
with Gentile Christians was arranged (namely, the compliance of the 
latter with the four prohibitions expressed in the decree of Jerusalem), 
and also that the view of the Epistle is pervaded by an element essen- 
tially Pauline (namely, by the idea of the new birth; but which is under- 
stood, in a manner entirely original, as an implantation of the law). 
Thus Ritschl is constrained to confess that the Epistle, viewed on every 
side, remains as a riddle in the development of the oldest Christianity. 
This unsatisfactory result points to the incorrectness of his suppositions. 
Ritschl does not only over-estimate the importance of the decree of Jeru- 
salem in the view of James (he likewise overlooks the fact that James, 
in an Epistle addressed to Jewish Christians, had no occasion to refer to 
the necessity of keeping to the articles of that decree); but he is also 
wrong in deriving the ideas of the law and regeneration, contained in 
this Epistle, from Paul,—as if these ideas were not contaimed in Chris- 
tianity itself. Ritschl also, as Schwegler, maintains that chap 1i. 14-26 
is not designed to combat a perversion of Pauls doctrine, and in this 
he is correct: but he assumes too hastily that .&the polemic is directed 
against Paul. Ritschl’s judgment on the Epistle contains the correct 
decision, that the reasons adduced by Schwegler de not contradict its 
authenticity. Kern had already, in a treatise in the year 1835 (Tubinger 
Zeitschr.), partially adduced the same arguments against the authenticity; 
but at a later period he regarded them as unsatisfactory, and asserted 
this in his commentary in the year 1838,—of which fact Schwegler, who 
often appeals to him, takes not the slightest notice. After a careful 
review of the historical relations, Kern, in his commentary, says not only 
that the Epistle bears internal evidence that it originated rather in the 
apostolic age than in any other period, but also that he cannot but con- 
sider it as the production of him to whom it is ascribed in the inscrip- 


Pauline Epistles, the Epistle to the Hebrews, cause the extreme simplicity and originality of 
the Gospel of the Hebrews, Hermas, Philo, this Epistle to be overlooked.” 
exist only in the imagination of the critic, and 
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tion, —of James the Lord's brother, who is called, along with Peter and 
Jobn, a pillar of the church, and under whose superintendence the church 
of Jerusalem was placed. Kern arrived at this conclusion, even although 
he regarded ii. 14-16 as a direct attack upon the Pauline doctrine of 
justification. But this opinion is at variance with the authenticity of the 
Epistle. For, how can it be supposed that James — after he had declared 
himself on the side of Paul in the transaction at Jerusalem (Acts xv:), 
or, if the narrative of Luke regarding that transaction cannot be reck- 
oned as true, after he had given to Paul the right hand of xowovia 
(Gal. ii. 9)!1—could have argued, not against an objectionable applica- 
tion of the doctrine of Paul, but against that doctrine itself? Add to 
this, that such an attack, in a writing devoted to Jewish Christians, was 
certainly not necessary in their case. It is true Kern thinks that “James 
might consider it possible that his Epistle might come into the hands of 
Gentile Christians, with whom the Jewish Christians were at variance 
upon the doctrine:” but this is a mere arbitrary hypothesis; in the 
Epistle there is not the slightest indication that the author, in ii. 14, 
addresses others than those to whom he directed his Epistle. But if the 
polemic of the Epistle is not directed against the Pauline doctrine of 
justification, there are no reasons, either external or internal, which con- 
strain us to deny that James was the author, and to consider it as the 
production of a later period. The late recognition of the Epistle, as has 
already been remarked, is sufficiently explained from the position of the 
author and his readers: the want of personal references; from the ency- 
clical form of the Epistle; the frequent references to the Old Testament 
and to examples there represented, as well as to the Apocrypha; from 
the individuality of James, and, lastly, the facility in the use of the 
Greek language from the acquaintance with the Hellenistic idiom which 
prevailed in Palestine. The organization of the Church does not here 
appear such as was only appropriate to a later period; if Paul, in his 
first missionary journey, made it a point to establish the office of presby- 
ters in the then existing Gentile churches (Acts xiv. 23), and if, at a 
still earlier period, such an office was formed at Jerusalem (Acts xi. 30), 
its existence in the Jewish-Christian churches, to which the Epistle is 
directed, cannot certainly be regarded as any thing surprising; and the 


* Meyer, in doco, with truth observes: *Ac- agreement, without any acknowledgment of 
cording to the representation of vy. 7-9, the the principles of Paul, would have been as 
apostles recognized the twofold divine call to little compatible with such a recognition as 
apostleship; buta merely external and forced _—_ with the apostolic character generally.” 
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function which is here attributed to the presbyters entirely corresponds 
to the relation in which they stood to individual members of the church. 
The opinion that chap. ii. 15 refers to the Epistle to the Hebrews, and 
chap. v. 12 to the Gospel of the Hebrews,! is any thing but certain; and 
as little is a use of the Epistle to the Romans made out from chap. i. 2 
(compared with Rom. v. 3), chap. i. 18 (compared with Rom. viii. 23), 
chap. i. 21 (compared with Rom. xiii. 12), chap. i. 22 (compared with 
Rom. ii. 18), chap. iv. 1 (compared with Rom. vii. 23), chap. iv. 4 (com- 
pared with Rom. viii. 7), chap. iv. 12 (compared with Rom. ii. 1), for 
the agreement is found here only in single expressions, which would as 
naturally present themselves to James as to Paul (comp. Briickner in De 
Wette’s Commentary, p. 188 f.). It may certainly appear surprising, that 
in the Epistle the permanent importance for the readers of the Mosaic 
law, according to its ritual side, is not prominently brought forward, 
especially as James was such a careful observer of it; but this objection is 
completely removed when we consider that no doubt of that importance 
was supposed to exist among the readers. James here proceeds in the same 
manner as Christ, who, although He Himself observed the ‘law of His 
nation, yet did not inculcate on His disciples so much the observance of 
its separate ritual enactments, as point out to them the way by which the 
law was observed in its innermost nature. Thus, then, there is no reason 
in the Epistle to assign its origin to the post-apostolic age, or to ascribe 
it to another author than to him who is named in the superscription. 
Reuss (sec. 146) with truth observes: “ His official importance gave to James 
the right to come forward as the common leader of all the Christians 
of the circumcision; and what we know or conjecture of his religious 
disposition is strikingly in unison with the contents of this Epistle.” 
The authenticity of the Epistle, in spite of the supposition of a differ- 
ence between the doctrine of justification of James and that of Paul, 


has in recent times been generally recognized.? Reuss, indeed, expresses 


1 In the Gospel of the Hebrews (see Clem- the authenticity of the Epistle is denied by K. 
ent. Hom., iii. 55, xix. 2), the prohibition of Strobel. In the Zeitschr. f. d. luth. Theol. of 
Rudelbach and Guericke, 1857, part II. p. 365, 
: “Let the Epistle of James be under- 


oaths is as follows: éoTw vuay To vae val, 
kat To ov ov TO yap mepiaadv ToVTWY eK TOD he says 
movnpod éoriv; the second clause is in accord- stood as you please, it is ever in contradiction 
ance with Matt. v.37, the first with Luke y. 12. to the whole Sacred Scriptures of the Old and 
But this only indicates a different form of | New Testaments, and therefore cannot be 
¢ reckoned of canonical authority; with its well- 
meaning but otherwise completely unknown 
author, identical with none of the names of the 


expression in the tradition, not the use of a 


written record. 
2 For the same reasons as those of Luther, 
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himself very cautiously, that the genuineness of the Epistle is not raised 
above all doubt because a definite ecclesiastical tradition does not exist; 
however, he grants that nothing can be inferred from this against its 
authenticity. Other critics and interpreters have, however, expressed 
themselves more decidedly in favor of the authenticity of the Epistle, 
agreeing with one another that the authorship is to be ascribed to James, 
“the Lord’s brother,” who stood at the head of the Church of Jerusalem, 
and only differing in this, whether he is identical with (so Hottinger, 
Schneckenburger, Theile, Guericke, Lange, Bouman, and others) or differ- 
ent from the Apostle James (so Credner, Kern, Neander, Thiersch, Schaff, 
Briickner, Wiesinger, Bleek, and others). — The integrity of the Epistle 
in its separate portions has never been doubted: only Rauch (Wiener 
and Engelhardt’s Neues krit. Journal der theolog. Lit., 1827, vol. vi. part 3) 
has thought that the conclusion, chap. v. 12-20, proceeds from another 
author; but the reasons which he assigns for this have already been 
refuted by Schneckenburger (Tiib. Zeitsch. f. Theol., 1829, part 3), Kern 
(in his Kommentar), Hagenbach (Winer’s Krit. Journ., yi. 395 ff.), and 
Theile. 


SEC. 5.—PLACE AND TIME OF WRITING. 


The place of composition is not mentioned in the Epistle; but from the 
position which James occupied to the Church of Jerusalem, and from the 
fact that he has addressed his Epistle to the churches in the Diaspora, it 
cannot be doubted that this is Jerusalem. The supposition of Schwegler, 
that the actual place of composition was Rome, requires no refutation. It 
is more difficult to determine the time of composition. It is only certain 
that it must have been before the destruction of Jerusalem; but it is a 
matter of dispute whether it was written before or after the ever-memorable 
labors of Paul among the Gentiles, or, more precisely, whether it was 
written before or after the council at Jerusalem recorded in Acts xv.2 If 
there is in the Epistle a reference to the Pauline doctrine of justification, — 


N. T. persons, the capacity of teaching falls 1 Lange infers from the political cireum- 


short of his good intention.” So also, in a stances which, according to his view, were the 


review of this commentary (1st edition) in the occasion of this Epistle, that it was composed 
same magazine, 1860, part I. p. 162 ff., Kahnis ‘at the latest period of the life of James, per- 
(D. luth. Dogmatik, vol. i. pp. 583-536) agrees haps about the year 62.”” For one who calls in 


with the opinion of Luther on the contents of question the supposition of Lange, this state- 


this Epistle, but does not express himself on ment of time is destitute of all reason 
its authenticity, 
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whether the attack be directed against the doctrine itself, or a perversion 
of it,—then it could only be written after that transaction; as Bleek, 
among others, assumes. But on the other supposition, both opinions are 
possible. Schneckenburger, Theile, Neander, Thiersch, Hofmann, Schaff, 
suppose it to be composed before, and Schmid and Wiesinger after, the 
council at Jerusalem.1— The former opinion is the more probable; for 
after that time the Pauline proposition, that man is justified not é& Zpywn, 
but only é« éorewc, was not only generally known, but so powerfully moved 
the spirits in Christendom, that it seems impossible to suppose that James 
could have in perfect ingenuousness asserted his principle: 2& gpywv ducaodrat 
GvOpwro¢, Kal obk é« TiaTewe uovov, Without putting himself in a definite relation 
to the doctrine of Paul, whether misunderstood or not. Wiesinger, for the 
later composition of the Epistle, appeals “to the form of the Christian life 
of the readers,” whilst, on the one hand, they are treated ‘‘as those who 
are mature in doctrine,” and, on the other hand, “the faults censured in 
their conduct are such as can only be understood on the supposition of a 
lengthened continuance of Christianity among the readers.” But, in op- 
position to this view, it is to be observed that a Christian church without 
such maturity as is indicated in i. 3, ii. 5, ili. 1, iv. 1, can hardly be 
‘imagined; and that in Jewish-Christian churches such faults as are here 
represented in the Epistle would arise at an early period from the unsub- 
dued Jewish carnal disposition, especially as the transition to Christianity, 
particularly among the Jews, might easily occur without any actual internal 
transformation. The inquiry of Wiesinger: Where, outside of Palestine, 
before the apostolic council, shall we look for the Jewish-Christian churches 
which will satisfy the postulates of the Epistle? is of less importance, as 
it cannot be proved that Wiesinger is correct in his undemonstrated 
assertion, “that the Jewish-Christian church, precisely in the ten years 
after that council, both inside and outside of Jerusalem, obtained a great 
accession to their numbers.” That during this period it extended its limits 
is certainly to be granted, but it cannot be proved that at that period it first 
gained such an extension that James could only then write to rai¢ dudexa 
gviaic taic év rh SuaonopG. On Wiesinger’s view, that James was acquainted 
with the Epistle to the Romans, but wrote ii. 14-26 without reference to 


1 Briickner, indeed, denying the assigned James combats, comes to the conclusion that 
polemics, but supposing that the formule the Epistle indeed belongs to a comparatively 
SuxarodaGat éx muotews, dix. e& épywv, were first early period of the apostolic age, but is not to 
brought into yogue by Paul, and then wereused _ be transferred to the earliest period of apos- 


of an earlier existing habit of thought, which tolic life. 
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the doctrine of Paul, James must bear the reproach of having at least acted 
very inconsiderately in using the Pauline mode of expression known to him, 
and in enunciating propositions which in form expressed the opposite of 
what Paul taught, with the design of saying something which had no 
reference to Paulinism, which contained neither an antithesis against it 
nor an agreement with it, and which was directed neither against Paul 
himself nor against Paul misunderstood. If the reasons assigned by 
Wiesinger for the later composition of the Epistle were convincing, —if, 
particularly, an acquaintance of James with Paul’s mode of thought and 
expression, and especially of his doctrine of justification, followed from the 
points of similarity to the Epistle to the Romans, or from chap. i. 14-26, 
—it would result from this, that James in his polemics had this in view, 
and that thus Wiesinger’s denial of any reference to it is unjustifiable. If, 
then, we are not to involve ourselves in contradiction, we must in this 
denial maintain that the Epistle was composed before the apostolic council; 
and to this view nothing in the Epistle stands opposed. 
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TaxaBov érirroAn. 


In several codd. the superscription is more fully expressed, whilst to émoroaq 
the word kadodrxy is added, and to ‘laxé3ov the words Tov drootéAov, also Tov dyiov 
arooroAov, and in one Tod ddeAgvd Ocod, 


CHAPTER I. 


Ver. 3. Instead of Rec. 16 doxiwov tuov rig miotewc, after A, B*, C, G, K, &, 
ete., several vss. (Lachm., Tisch. 7), Buttm. reads, after B**, some min., etc., 
76 dokiwiov buov without tHe niotews. The addition, t7¢ miotewc, it is true, is 
suspicious, as it may be derived from 1 Pet. i. 7 (De Wette); but the testimonies 
for its genuineness are too important to declare it spurious. Instead of doxiuor, 
there is also the reading doxmetov, and in three min. ddxuov. — Ver. 7. Instead 
of 6 GvOpwroc, Buttm. reads simply avOpwroc, a reading which Tisch. 7 leaves 
entirely unnoticed. The same is also the case in respect of ddeAddc¢, ver. 9; & has 
the Mite in both places. — Ver. 11. B omits after tpocazov the demonstrative 
aivtov, Instead of mopeiatc, A, 40, 89, 98, ed. Colinaei, read mopiacc, a reading on 
which Theile rightly remarks: ‘‘ Familiari librariis tod e et ¢ permutationi 
debetur ;”’ there is no word mopia = evropia in the Greek language. Codex 80, 
apud Mill., reads ebmopiatc evidently as an interpretation. The conjecture, 
éurropiaic, which has been proposed by Hammond, Castalio, and Junius, is 
arbitrary. — Ver. 12. Instead of avjp, A, some min. and vss. read dvépwro¢; an 
unnecessary change. After émyyyeiAato the Rec. has 6 kiptoc, after G, K, ete. 
(instead of which some min. and vss. read 6 Oe6¢; C: kvpco¢), which, however, 
after A, B, &, etc., is to be regarded as an insertion (Lachm., Tisch., De Wette, 
Wiesinger ; on the other hand, Theile, Reiche, Bouman, Lange, consider 6 kipzog 
as the correct reading). — Ver. 13. & alone reads i790 instead of 76. The article 
tod before Qeod is, according to almost all authorities, to be obliterated as 
spurious. — Ver. 19. Instead of the Ree. ore, after G, K, several min. and vss., 
B, C (: dorw, corrected fore), several min., Vulg., and other vss. read éore; A: 
icre 0€; Lach. has adopted the reading éore; Tisch. now (7) reads wore. Whilst 
Theile, Lange (éo7e dé), consider the reading tore as the original, De Wette, 
Wiesinger, Reiche, Bouman, have rejected it from internal reasons; as, how- 
ever, on a careful consideration (see exposition), no internal reasons exist against 
its genuineness, and the external testimonies are for it, it merits the preference. 
Instead of éo7w, Rec., after G, K, ete. (Tisch. 7), Lachm. reads éorw 6é, after B, C, 
s. Codex A has cai éoTw (Lange). — Ver. 20. The Rec. ov xarepyaerac (Tisch.), 
after O*, G, K, et al. ; Lachm. has adopted ob épyagera, after A, B, C***, &, et 
al.; De Wette, Wiesinger, Bouman, consider the compound, and Lange the 
simple verb, as the correct reading. On the distinction of these modes of 
reading, see exposition. — Ver. 22. mudvov, which the Rec., after A, C, G, K, &, 
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many min., places before dxpoarai, stands after it in B, some min., etc.; so read 
Lachm. and Tisch. It is possible that the reading of the most of the codd. isa 
correction, because one united pdévov, according to its meaning, with u7; still, the 
Rec. must be regarded as the original reading from authorities. — Ver. 25. Odroc, 
which the Rec., after G, K, many min. and vss., has before ov« dxpourn¢ (Tisch. 
7), is wanting in A, B, C, x, etc.; Lachm. has omitted it; it is difficult to consider 
it genuine, for not only is the testimony of the most weighty authorities against 
it, but also the addition from the following obro¢ is not difficult to be explained 
from the want of a connecting particle after mapauetvac; whilst De Wette 
hesitates, Wiesinger, Bouman, Lange, are for its retention. — Ver. 26. After & 
a dé is found in C (Lachm.), which, however, appears to be inserted only for the 
sake of a closer connection of the verse with the preceding. The words év buiv 
after e/va are to be obliterated, after A, B, C, 8, with Tisch., Lachm., Reiche, and 
others. — Ver. 27. Tisch., after C**, G, K, etc., has omitted the article to 
before Oe; the weightiest authorities, A, B, C*, 8, corrected, etc., however, 
are in favor of its retention (Lachm.) ‘ 


Ver. 1. Address and greeting. James calls himself a “servant of God, 
and of the Lord Jesus Christ.” Oecumenius, correctly: Ozov uév tod mazpoc, 
kupiov dé Tod viod; Some expositors have incorrectly taken @eod «ai xvoiov to- 
gether as applied to ’Inc. Xp. There is here no combination of the Old and 
New Testaments in this conjunction (against Lange). It is to be observed 
that in the apostolic addresses our Lord’s name is always given in full: 
"Inoove Xpictoc. — dovAog is here an official appellation, which, however, be- 
longs not only to the apostles, but to every possessor of an ecclesiasticalgoftice 
received from the Lord; comp. particularly Phil. i. 1: Matec kat Twuddeoc, 
dovAo. Ijoov Xptorov, and Jude 1, In this name the consciousness is expressed 
that the office is a service in which not our own will, nor the will of other 
men, but only of God or of Christ, is to be fulfilled.t— rai¢ daddexa ovdaic taic 
év 77 dtaonopa]. A designation of the people of Israel living outside of Pales- 
tine, and dispersed among the Gentiles. On, ai dadexa gvdai it is to be ob- 
served, that although this appellation of the people of Israel after the exile - 
does not occur in the Apocrypha, yet the people who returned were still 
regarded as the twelve tribes (1 Esdr. vii. 8, 9); as the people of the twelve 
tribes are the covenant people, to whom the promises given to the patriarchs 
refer: from which it is to be explained, that in the N. T. the number éwelve 
is particularly emphasized (Matt. xix. 28; Rev. vii. 4-8, xxi. 12), and that 
James designates by this name the people to whom the promise was fulfilled. 
‘On 17 dvacropd, see Deut. xxx. 4; Neh. i. 9; Ps. exlvii. 2; 2 Mace. i. 27 
(Jer. xv. 7); John vii. 85; Winer’s Realwérterbuch, article “ Zerstreuung.” 
Whether this designation is to be understood in a literal or symbolical sense, 
see Introduction, sec. 2, Laurentius, Hornejus, Hottinger, Pott, Gebser, 
Kern, Schneckenburger, Neander, Guericke, Schmid (Bibl. Theol.), Wie- 
‘singer, and others correctly consider the Epistle as addressed to Jewish Chris- 
tians ; only it is to be observed that with the early composition of the Epistle 


1 Oecumenius: Urép wav 88 koomikoy afiwoua Tat morveicOar, Kat A€yovTes Kai émraTédAorTES 
oi TOU KUpiov amdaToAot Td SovAoL etvar Xprorod kat dWacKkortes. 
Kad\wTGomevol, TOUTO yywpiowa EavT@y BovAov- 
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these are not here to be considered as contrasted with the Gentile Christians. 
Had the author been conscious of such a contrast, it would have been else- 
where indicated in the Epistle itself. — yaipew. sc. Aéyery see 1 Mace. x. 18, 
25, xv. 16; 2 Mace. i. 1; and in the N. T., Acts xv. 23, xxiii. 26 (2 John 11). 
It is to be observed that this very form of greeting, elsewhere not used in 
the N. T. Epistles, occurs in the writing proceeding from James, Acts xy. 
23 (Kern); the pure Greek form of greeting is more fully: yaipew «al bycaivery 
kal eb mpatrew, 2 Mace. ix. 19. 
Vy. 2-12. Exhortation in reference to the endurance of temptations. 
Ver. 2. James begins with the hortative words: méoav xAdpav hynoaobe | 
esteem. it complete joy. maoa yépa, complete joy = nothing but joy. Luther: 
“Esteem it pure joy.” Many old expositors incorrectly explain mica = 
peyiotn, summum, perfectum gaudium;1 “it is more correct to resolye the 
adjective here by the adverb xévtwe, éAwe (Carpzov), with which the explana- 
tion of Theile coincides: rem revera omnique ex parte laetam. The meaning 
is: the meipacuoi are to you a joy which is entire joy, excluding all trouble. 
See Hom., Od., x1. 507: aédoav dAndeinv uvdjooua, i.e., “of Neoptolemus I will 
- declare to thee the whole truth” (i.e., nothing but the truth, which excludes 
all falsehood). — yap, a metonymy = gaudendi materia, res lacta; see Luke 
ii. 10.—It is not improbable that James by this exhortation to joy refers 
to the yaipev in ver. 1; comp. vv. 5, 19 (Wiesinger). — The address ddeAgoi 
pov (or ddeAgoi alone, iy. 11, v. 7, 9,19; also ddeAgot uov ayarnroi, i. 16, 19, i1. 5), 
which is James’s constant form, expresses the consciousness of fellowship, 
namely, the fellowship in nationality and belief (Paraeus), with the readers,? 
— brav metpacuoic mepinéonre noikiAow, mepmintecv involvit (a) notionem adversi, 
(6) notionem inviti atque inopinati (Theile); it is synonymous with éuninrew 
(see Luke x. 30 compared with ver. 36), but has a stronger meaning: to fall 
into something, so that one is entirely surrounded by it; thus in the classics it is 
particularly used of misfortune: ovugopaic, Plato, Leg., ix. 877 e; Cyuiac wat 
évetdect, Isocrates, i. 89.— By zepacuoi are commonly here understood the 
@Aiperc which are prepared for Christians on account of their faith by an 
unbelieving world (comp. Luke viii. 13: nai év xaipd mepaoyod dpiotavrat; in 
connection with Matt. xiii. 21: yevouévne OAipewc 7) Swwypod did Tov Adyov, evOd¢ 
oxavdadierat) ; and undoubtedly James had these inview. Yet there is noth- 
ing in the context which necessitates us to such a limitation; rather the 
additional epithet rof«Ao: justifies us to extend the idea, and to understand 
by it all the relations of life which might induce the Christian to withdraw 
from the faith, or to become wavering in it. When Lange explains eipaoyoi 
specially of “the allurements and threats by which the Gentiles on the one 
side, and the fanatical Jews on the other, and also the Ebionites, who were 
already in the field, sought to draw the readers to their side,” he founds this 
particular statement on his erroneous view of the tendency of the Epistle. 
To refer the idea only to inward temptations (Pfeiffer), is the more erroneous, 
as it is even questionable whether James had these in view at all. — On 


1 Winer (p. 101 [Z. T., p. ay explains however, does not suit the context. 
maoa xapa as ‘all (full) joy.’ This would 2 Incorrectly, Semler: Hoc nomen praeci- 
signify such a joy as wants nothing; which, —_ pue de doctoribus intelligo. 
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notkidow, see 2 Cor. vi. 4 ff., xi. 23 ff. The adjective does not allude to the 
different sources from which the reipaouoi sprung, but is to be referred to 
their manifold forms. In a far-fetched manner, Lange finds in zozkidocs, 
according to its original meaning, “an allusion to the manifold-dazzling 
glitter of colors of the Jewish-Christian and Jewish temptations, in which 
they might even represent themselves as prophetic exhortations to zeal for 
the glory of God.” — Inasmuch as the Christian has to rejoice not only in the 
meppaouoic, but on account of them, Oecumenius strikingly observes: rjv xara 
Ocdv Avan Kal Tod¢ TELpacuOde TOUTOVE Kal éErratvETOde OidE Kai Yapdc akiove* decpdG yap 
obrot eiow appaync, Kal abnor dyanne Kai katavigews . . . ob yap éorl éxTd¢ yuuvaciwr 
obre KoouKdv obte TOV Kata Oedy crEepavur déwOyva. With reference to joy in 
OAipec, see Matt. v. 11,12; Acts iv. 23 ff., v. 41; Rom. v. 3; also Ecclus. 
ii. 1 ff.; particularly comp. the parallel passage 1 Pet. i. 6. 

Ver. 3. ywwoxorrec]. Whilst ye may know (“in the consciousness,” De Wette). 
The participle, when closely connected with the imperative, participates in 
its meaning; see author on 2 Tim. ii. 23; comp. 1 Cor. xv. 58; Col. ii. 24, 
iv. 1; Heb. x. 34, and other passages. It is neither simply the imperative 
(Luther, “and know ye”), nor simply a confirmation, so that it may be ren- 
dered by ywaoxete yap (Pott). — dr 7d doxiuwov bpav (tHe mioTewe). 7d doKiucov 
(only here and in 1 Pet. i. 7) = 7d doxmeiov, is properly the means of proving: 
quo quid exploratur (Pott); quo rei, quae sub examen vocatur, manifestatur sin- 
cerilas eaque probatur omne id intrinseca virtule possidere, quod extrinsecus specie 
ac nomine prae se fert (Heisen): thus = xpirjpwv; so in Dionysius Halicar- 
nassus, Ithetor. 11: dei dé Gonep xavéva sivat Kal ordbunv Twa Kal dSoKipiov dpiouévov 
mpoc 6 Tic anoBiéruv duvgoeta Tv Kpiow moveicbac; yet generally to the idea of 
proving is attached that of purification and verification. Theile = proba- 
mentum ; thus Herodian, ii. 10, 12: doxiguov db? otpatwrav Kayatog dAn ob Tpvd7H3 
and the LXX., Proy. xxvii. 21: doxiuov dpyupiy cat xpvod ripwote ; comp. Prov. 
xvii. 3; Ps. xii. 7; Ecclus. ii. 5. Many expositors, as Semler, Pott, Hot- 
tinger, Schneckenburger, Theile, Bouman, adhere to the import of means, 
whether of proof or of purification and verification,! whilst they understand 
thereby the above-mentioned mepaoyoi. In this case 7d doximov stands for 
tovro 70 doxiuov (Pott); but the necessity of supplying roiro is decisive against 
this interpretation ; besides, doxiwov in 1 Pet. i. 7 cannot have that meaning. 
In that passage éoximov is = the verification effected by proof; see author in 
loco: and thus it is probable that this import is also here to be retained 
(Occumenius = 7d Kexpysévov, 7d dedoxuaouévor, Td kadapov); Td doxiweov then is = 
doxuu in Rom. x. 4. The distinction, that in that passage doa) is desig- 
nated as the effect, but in this as the cause of srouovg is not against this view, 
for, as Tirinus well says: duae res saepe sibi invicem sunt causa.2 Most expos- 
itors, both ancient and modern, however, explain doxijuov here by exploratio, 


1 Theile: Calamitates, quae natura sua vir- an erroneous idea that verification (70 SeSoxe- 
tutis retpagjoc, eam sub examen discrimenque MacGor) produces vrouovy (so also Rauch in 
vocant, accedente demum hominis strenua his Review); for the Christian always obtains 
opera ejusdem virtutis fiunt doxtvov eam pur- more vroyovy, in which only he can reach the 
gantes, firmantes, commonstrantes, goal of perfection, not because he is tried, but 

2 Wiesinger incorrectly maintains: “It is because he stands the test and is thus verified : 

rot 5 
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probatio, proof in an active sense; thus Didymus, Bede, Calvin, Laurentius, 
Beza, Piscator, Paraeus, Serarius, Paes, Hornejus, Baumgarten, De Wette, 
Kern, Wiesinger, Lange, etc. Then is valid what Bede says in reference to 
Rom. v. 4: Verborum differentia non sensuum in his sermonibus esse probatur 
Apostolorum, since there pAiyu, here proof by eAiwic, is named as the cause 
Though there is nothing against this idea, this explanation is 
wanting in linguistic accuracy.! The meaning is, in essentials, the same, 
whether we read ri¢ riorewe or not; for the doxigov of Christians consists in 
nothing else than that of their faith, by which they are Christians. — xicric 
is here not used objectively = id cui jides habetur, ipsa Jesu Christi doctrina 
(Pott), but subjectively, assured confidence in the gospel, whose contents 
are Jesus Christ, as the necessary foundation of Christian conduct. — xarep- 
yatera brouovnv]. Karepyacecfat is distinguished from épyééecda in that it ex- 
presses the actual accomplishment (Meyer on Rom. i. 27). — irouorg is faithful 
endurance (uévery) under (m6) the temptations (mepacuoic). Baumgarten: 
“enduring constancy ;” Theile: “steadfastness,” perseverantia, quod majus est 
quam patientia.2 The importance of trouovg for Christians is evident from 
Matt. x. 22, xxiv. 13; comp. also Jas. v. 7 ff. On the connection of érouovg 
with éAnic, see Cremer under the words éAmic and tropovg. 

Ver. 4. The verification of faith effected by the mepacuoi produces tropovn, 
and on this account temptations should be to the Christian an object of joy, 
as it depends on them that tmouorg is of the right kind. This is indicated 
in this verse.2— 7 0 irowovy épyov tédewov éxyérw. ‘The emphasis is not placed 
on épyov, — that bnouovg has an épyov is understood of itself, — but on réAevov 
(Wiesinger). James wishes that the épyov of bmouovg among Christians be 
réAewov, in order that they may be réAeor: as he, moreover, strongly empha- 
sizes rédeov elva. In explaining the thuught, De Wette confounds the 
abstract (émouovy) with the concrete (6 brouévwv), and understands by épyov 
rédecov “the active virtue which the patient man must perfectly have.” This 
explanation of De Wette agrees in essentials with the explanations of Eras- 
mus, Calovius, Morus, Pott, Augusti, Gebser, Kern, Schneckenburger, accord- 
ing to which épyov réAewv is distinguished from érouov7, and the moral activity 
which the Christian has to exercise with his brouovy indicated. Thus Eras- 


of tropuovi. 


tatis aut utilitatis causa rerum arduarum ac 
difficilium voluntaria ac diuturna perpessio; 
perseverantia est in ratione bene considerata 
stabilis et perpetua permansio. Schnecken- 
burger strikingly observes: Si submissionem 
(ro Ure. . .) urgeas, patientiam ac tolerantiam 
malorum, sin 70 every, coustantiam et firmi- 
tatem, perseverantiam ac calamitatum feren- 
darum fortitudinem ab illecebris desciscendi 
inconcussam hoc yocabulo habebis expressam. 

3 Oecumenius rightly observes: oxdmer ovK 
ele THY VTOMOVAY OptaTLKMs, OTL Epyov TEAELOY 
€xel, GAAG MpooTAaKTLK@s EXETW" OV yap mpov- 


1 Cremer (see Soxiprov) is hardly right when 
he maintained that ‘‘the means of proof are 
not only, e.g., the touchstone itself, but also 
the trace of the metal left thereon, therefore 
7d Soximov THS TLgTEws (Jas. i. 3) is the result 
of the contact of riots with wetpacmots;” for 
we are to consider the mecpacmot not as a 
touchstone, but as a test by fire. However, 
Cremer explained the whole idea correctly 
by “the verification of faith.’ His remark 
on doxuu7y is to be noted: that in it we are not 
to distinguish between the active and passive 
signification; that it has rather a reflex sense, 


either the having proved true or the proving 


true. 
2 Cicero, De Inv., ii. 54: Patientia est hones- 


moxeypevnv apetny cEayyéeddAcL, GAAA viv éyyivo- 
Mev, oS xp yiverOar vomodeTet. 
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mus: quemadmodum in malis tolerandis fortis est et alacris, ita in bonis operibus 
exercendis sibi constet. Pott: perseverantiae fructus sit perfectum virtutis stu- 
dium. This interpretation is, however, incorrect; it not only gives rise to 
unjustifiable changes of meaning, as that of éropovq into 6 brouéver, oF of éyévw 
into xapeyérw (Pott), or into xpateirw (Schulthess), but gives also a thought 
which with the following iva, «.7.4., would be tautological. Most expositors 
(even Briickner,! in opposition to De Wette) refer épyov rédevov to tmouorq 
itself ; goyov = work, realization (Wiesinger); comp. 1 Thess. 1. 3: 76 épyov rig 
niorewe; for the brouovn of the Christian is not only a suffering, but even more 
a doing. This doing is to be réAeov, that is, not only, as many interpreters 
explain, enduring to the end,? but complete, and that not only in respect of its 
internal condition, —so that it is wanting in no essential points of true bxouovg 
— but also in respect of its activity (Lange ®), so that it in no way yields to 
the meipaouoic, which yielding occurs when a man by the temptations is deter- 
mined to something which does not correspond with the principle of faith. 
Bouman: Haec brouovg; consummatum opus habet, quando ita se gerit, in quo 
habitat, homo, ut universam per vitam et animum et linguam et pedes regat ac 
moderetur. That ixouov; in this manner has an épyov réAeov, is necessary, in 
order that Christians may be perfect and entire, which, as Christians, they 
should be. This Jaines indicates in the following words: iva jre téhevot Kat 
OAoKAnpot. iva is not here éxBarccoc (which Baumgarten and Pott regard as 
possible), but reducac, in order that. De Wette and Wiesinger incorrectly 
refer it to the future judgment. — réAevoe and bAdKAnpor are Synonymous terms: 
téAewoc is properly “that which has attained its aim,” 6A6«Anpoc “that which 
is complete in all its parts, is entire.” Both expressions are found in the 
LXX. as the translation of O°) (Gen. vi. 9; Ezek. xv. 5); besides this 
verse, 6AdKAnpoc in the N. T. only occurs in 1 Thess. v. 25 (dAoKAnpia, Acts 
ili. 16).4 It is true that both réAeoc (in the LXX. and in the classics) and 
éAoKAnpoc (particularly in Philo, but not in the LXX.) are used with special 
reference to sacrifice; to which, however, there is here no allusion (against 
Kern). Still more arbitrary is the interpretation of Storr: qui superiores e 
certamine discedebant. — év yndevi Asvmouevoc]. The negative expression added 
for strengthening the two positive expressions; as in ver. 5: dmddc¢ kal wy 
ovewifovroc, and in ver. 6: éy miore, undév duaxpwouevoc. AS regards the expres- 
sion itself, é» wydevi is not to be taken, with De Wette, as a supplement to 
Aevmouevor, as the supplement to this verb is always in the genitive; therefore 
the expression has been correctly translated by Wiesinger and in this com- 
mentary, not by wanting nothing, but by wanting in nothing (which Lange 


1 “ Nothing else can be meant than the per- 


épyov TeAevov specially: ‘*the unreserved ac- 
fect work of endurance, particularly as differ- 


knowledgment of their Gentile-Christian breth- 


ent stages of this are conceivable.” 

2 Luther; ‘ Patience is to continue stead- 
fast to the end.’ Calvin: Haec vera erit pa- 
tientia, quae in finem usque durabit, Similarly 
Jerome, Serarius, Salmero, Estius, Gomarus, 
Piscator, Paraeus, Hornejus, Carpzov, Semler, 
Hottinger, ete. 

’ Lange here arbitrarily understands by 


ren, the open rupture with Jewish pride of 
faith and fanaticism.” 

* A limitation of this idea to moral perfec- 
tion is not required by the context. Lange has 
the following strange remark: ‘* The Jew was 
a symbolical «Ajpos of the household; as a 
Christian he was to become a real kAjpos, and 
thus 6Ad«Anpos.” 
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has overlooked). The question, however, occurs, can Ae:mbuevor be explained 
as = wanting? ‘This idea is not contained in the verb by itself, and therefore 
can hardly be attributed to it when it stands absolutely, as here. It is there- 
fore safer to take Aeimeoga in its usual meaning, and thus, with Lange, to ex- 
plain Agmdipevor by coming short of, namely, short of the goal marked out to 
the Christian. It is incorrect, with Pott, to say: tota loquendi ratio ab iis qui 
cursu. . . relinquuntur et separantur (so also Losner, Krebs, Storr, Augusti) ; 
for although the verb in classical writers has often this reference, yet there is 
here no mention of a relation to others, and accordingly the appeal to Poly- 
bius, p. 1202, ed. Gronov. : év 7) mpdc'Pwuaioue ebvoia napa noad TadeAood AeiTbuEvoc, 
does not suit. According to the meaning here given, Aeéuevor forms a strong 
contrast to réAecou. 

Ver. 5. ei d& tue budv Reimera codiac, is chiefly connected with éy pndevi 
Astrouevor. ei 18 Not = quoniam, quandoquidem (Estius, Laurentius), but the 
thought is hypothetical; « tc = dori; see Wahl on the word e, —Acimera 
cogiac is to be explained as xtedvwy Aemdbelc kat oiAwv, in Pindar i. 2, 11, ‘ with- 
out wealth and friends,” properly, “left behind of, or falling short of;” 
accordingly, without wisdom. Usually the meaning wanting, lacking, is given 
to Aeizouat, Which, however, is not linguistically justified. James by oogia, as 
Wiesinger correctly observes, does not mean “an arbitrary part of Christian 
perfection,” but the essential foundation of Christian conduct, 7d aiziov rod 
teheiov épyou (Oecumenius) ; for cogia is here the diving insight, rooted in the 
niortc, i.e., the insight compelling to action in what is the Christian’s duty, 
both in whole and in its particular parts, especially in the mepaopoic (ver. 2) 
(comp. the praise of wisdom in the Proverbs of Solomon, in the Wisdom of 
Solomon, and in the Book of Ecclesiasticus). Wisdom can only be given 
by God (kipioc didwor cogiav Kal dnd mpoowrar avtov yraoue Kat oiveow, Prov. ii. 6), 
and as a divine yapoua it has an impress definitely distinguishing it from 
the wisdom of the world; see chap. iii. 15, 17.1 The connection does not 
constrain us, with Bouman and others, to conceive the idea of sogia only in 
reference to the mepacua (ver. 2), and to understand by it only the doctrine 
concerning the Christian conduct in the repasuoic, expressed in ver. 2,? or 
that conduct itself. The idea of oogia is rather to be understood in its 
completeness (Theile, De Wette, Kern, Wiesinger). The reason why James 
here mentions it is because it was especially necessary te the Christian in 
his meypacuoic; Briickner: “James thinks here of wisdom (in itself of a more 
general acceptation), inasmuch as it is necessary rightly to estimate and 
rightly to resist the trial, in order that it might not be converted into an 
internal temptation, instead of being the path to perfection.” 8 —aireirw rapa, 
«.t.a.: the same construction in Matt. xx. 20; Acts ili. 2; 1 John v. 15.— 


1 The Etymologicum magnum thus gives est, petite a Domino, ut vos Spiritu suo illu- 


the distinction between copia and yvacrs: minet. 
yvaots ev gore 70 ciddvar TA dvTA* copia 6€ Kat 3 Lange, indeed, defends the explanation of 


7d Ta byTAa yvwoKELY, Kal TO Ta yYwoTa mpat- Calvin, but he interprets the idea of copia dif- 
TEL. ferently from Calvin, defining it as ‘‘the right 
2 Calvin: Sapientiae nomen ad circumstan- perception of the signs of the times, and of the 
tiam praestantis Joci restringo, acsi diceret: christological fulfilment of the theocracy in the 
si haec doctrina ingenii vestri captu altior church as well as in the faith of individuals.” 
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100 didovroc Oecd, instead of rod Oeod tod didovroc, as Codex A reads. By the 
selected order of the words here, not only is the idea of giving emphatically 
placed near to the request, but also the participle almost becomes an attribu- 
tive adjective; God is indicated as the Giver absolutely. Accordingly — 
as Baumgarten, Gebser, and others, correctly remark — no definite object as 
rhv cogiav (Bouman) is to be supplied. — raow and dmAde are added as a more 
detailed statement; roic airovow is, from the context, to be supplied to rao 
(Calvin, Estius, Piscator, Laurentius, etc.); or, better still, oi¢ diducx. The 
adverb dace, only here in the N. T., is either to be understood as an ethical 
additional statement of didéva: = év dxAdrnte (Rom. xii. 8) (so Pott, Hottinger, 
Kern, Theile, Bouman, uncertainly Wiesimger), or = simply, without further 
ceremony (so De Wette).! In the latter case it is prominently brought for- 
ward that God in the giving had only this in view. It is incorrectly ren- 
dered benigne (Bede, Vorstius, and others), affluenter (Erasmus, Grotius, and 
others), or as equivalent to ovvréuwc, Kabarags (Hesychius). By pp dveditovrog 
—as xai shows—drdoc is not more closely defined, but a new point in the 
mode of the divine giving is added, and so that-He does not reproach him to 
whom He gives, does not abuse him. dvedifew is generally taken in the more 
special sense of upbraiding (Luther: “and upbraideth no man”); for which 
the expression in Demosthenes is appealed to: 1d rag idiac evepyeciac troutu- 
vpokew Kab Aéyew puxpod deiv duotoy éore TH dverdiCey; Still more surely does Plu- 
tarch, De Aud., 33, speak for this meaning: maca dvewWouévn apie exaxO7e Kal 
axapic; also in Kcclus. xviii. 18, xx. 15, xli. 22, the word appears to have 
this more special reference.? Still, there is no proof that James did not take 
it in its more general sense. Semler: non tantum significat molestam commemo- 
rationem beneficiorem, sed etiam qualemcunque neprehensionem (so also Schnecken- 
burger, De Wette).8 It is incorrect to explain dvedifev as equivalent to 
aliquem ignominose cum repulsa dimittere (Morus, Zachariae, Carpzov, Storr, 
Augusti, Stolz, Hottinger); the refusal of a petitioner may be considered as 
a karaoxivew of the same, but dvewiteey never occurs in this sense, not even in 
Keclus. xx. 15. The reason why James subjoins the particular statement 
ano, x.7.2., is by it to encourage to aiteiv (Zwinglius: ut mentes alliciat, ut ad 
hune unum in omni necessitate adeurrant); perhaps also with “a side glance 
to the rich” (ver. 10, chap. v. 9 ff.), who do not give éraoc, and when they 
do give, give only dvewovree (Wiesinger). — xa? dodfoerar ait@, impersonal: 
“it shall be given him;” namely, what he asks; here, wisdom. It is erro- 
neous directly to supply 7 cogia to dofaera as the subject (Lange), because 
James here evidently wishes to emphasize the relation of the giving to the 


1 Both of these explanations come essen- 
tially to the same thing, for ‘he that giveth 
with simplicity will simply give; it will be a 
pure, unmingled giving, without any admix- 
ture”? (Stier). Lange, without reason, main- 
tains that in this commentary amA@s will refer 


8 Eustathius: overdigerw ob udvov to evepye- 
gias avahépe Tots evepyeTnmévois . . , dAAG 
Kai amA@s avooTa Tia Kai érimouda Aeyeur. 
The assertion of Lange is unfounded, that 
James, according to this exposition, would 
utter an untenable sentiment, “because God, 


not to the giving, but to the gift. 

2 In this sense exprobare is used in Latin, 
e.g., Cicero, De Amic.: Odiosum sane genus 
hominum oflicia exprobantium. 


notwithstanding those who ask, often inflicts 
injuries on men.” Lange has not considered 
that the passage treats only of asking. 
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asking, and accordingly the object is suppressed; comp. on this thought 
particularly 1 Kings iii. 9-12 (2 Chron. i. 10-12). 

Ver. 6. A more particular statement how prayer must be made: aireira 
dé tv miotet. With aiteitw the aireirw in ver. 5 is resumed; de indicates the 
carrying-out of the thought. — The prayer, if it is to be heard, must be a 
evxn Tho moTewc, Chap. v. 15 (comp. Ecclus. vii. 10: wy ddcyowwyjone tv tH mp0- 
cevy7 oov).—év riorer: that is, in the confident assurance of being heard; on 
what this is founded, is not here expressed. The explanation of Calvin: 
“fides est quae Dei promissionibus freta nos impetrandi, quod petimus, certos 
reddit ” (similarly Baumgarten), expresses what is in itself true, but is not 
here indicated by James. Some ancient commentators incorrectly supply to 
niotet as a more definite statement ’Ijcot Xpiorov. — The object of the prayer 
(namely, 77v cogiav) is not here named, where only the necessary condition of 
prayer is treated of. The remarks made by many expositors on the manner 
in which the Christian should ask for external good things are here inappro- 
priate. — uydév dcaxpwouevoc expresses the same idea as éy more, only in a 
negative form; pydév is here, as frequently, adverbial = on no account, nulla 
ratione. daxpivecda is, according to N. T. usage, to doubt; compare, besides, 
Acts x. 20, xi. 12; particularly Matt. xxi. 21: éav éyyre morw, xal uy Ssaxpibfre 3 
Rom. iv. 20: ov diexpity 77 antotia; Rom. iv. 23; it is not = dmoreiv (Luke 
xxiv. 21), or dmedevv (John iii. 36), but includes in it the essential character 
of dmortia; while riot says “ Yes” and dmotia “ No,” dvaxpivecdat is the con- 
junction of “Yes” and “No,” but so that “No” has the preponderance; it 
is that internal wavering which leans not to xioric, but to dmoria.1 — The fol- 
lowing words, 6 ydo draxpivdperoc, «.7.A., are annexed to the preceding dcaxpivo- 
uevoc, more clearly explaining it (in figurative language) with reference to 
the exhortation aireitw, «.7.A.; but the reason of this exhortation is given 
in ver. 7. The first ydp, accordingly, has the meaning of namely, whereas 
the second has that of for. According to this interpretation, the relation 
of the thoughts expressed in vv. 6 and 7 is more correctly recognized than 
when we say that the first yap assigns the reason why we should pray noth- 
ing doubting, but that this thought is only brought to a conclusion in ver. 7 
(Wiesinger, and so in the earlier edition of this commentary, where it is 
said that the sentence taken together would read: 6 yap suaxpivopevoc, éouxde 
KAbdave . . . pp oléo0w, Ste Anuperai tt, x.7.A.)- Lange incorrectly supposes that 


“Fieri quidem non potest in (hac) carnis in- 


1 The deep-lying ground of it is pride, and 
firmitate, quin variis tentationibus agitemur, 


so far Theophylact is right in saying dvaxpe- 


vomevos 5é 0 ge0” vmepoas aitoy, UBpLoTns 
oOnuoAoyoupmevws, 0 Svaxptyoumevos; Whereas Vecu- 
menius, in the words Aéywy év geavTe, OTL THs 
Svvapar aitnoal Te mapa Tod Kupiov Kar AaBerv, 
HMapTHKwS TOTATa cis avTov, brings out a point 
which belongs not to dvaxpivecOar, but to a yet 
weak faith. Comp. with this passage Hermas 
ii 9: ‘tolle a te dubitationem et nihil omnino 
dubites petens aliquid a Deo.” As weak faith 
is to be distinguished from dé:axpiverOar, 80 
also is the doubt, of which the believer is con- 
scious as a trial. Calvin strikingly remarks: 


quae sunt veluti machinae ad labefactandam 
nostram fiduciam : ita nemo reperietur, qui non 
sensu carnis suae vacillet ac trepidet. Sed 
oportet ejusmodi tentationes fide tandem supe- 
rari, quemadmodum arbor, quae firmas radices 
jecit, quatitur quidem venti impulsu, sed non 
revellitur, quin potius suo loco stabilis manet.” 
— Whilst the dvaxpivouevos, according to the 
proper meaning of the term, will not believe, 
it is the longing of the tried to be confirmed 
in the faith. 
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the first yao has a more limited meaning, whilst it declares the d:axpivouevoe as 
incapable of praying aright; whereas the second yap refers in a wider sense 
to the unbelieving condition of the man to God, and therefore is to be ren- 
dered by also. —éoxe. Only here in the N. T. and in ver. 23. — «Adduv parao- 
onc. Only here-in the N. T. and in Luke viii. 24 (40d. rod édatoc) ; usually 
kia. The verb xavdwvitecda occurs in Eph. iv. 14; Isa. lviil. 20, LXX. The 
point of comparison is contained in the subjoined words: dveulouév kat purio- 
uévy, The verb dveuitecta is entirely an drag dey., occurring nowhere else, 
equivalent to dvexovoda, found in classical language (see Hegesippus 6: adc 
iveuwuévrnc) = agitated, i.e., agitated by the wind. The verb fumégew (only 
here in N. T.) is also. elsewhere used to denote the agitation or excitement 
of water by the wind.! Heisen incorrectly explains pumtecta as equivalent 
to calefieri et accendi,; the word never has this meaning, although used of the 
kindling of fire.2 The two expressions (which eee incorrectly denies) 
are synonymous, and are placed together only for the sake of strengthening 
the idea. The opinion that dvew~. refers to agitation coming from without, 
and pimé. to agitation coming from within (Bengel), is without foundation ; 
also the assertion that the former word denotes the cause, and the latter the 
effect (Theile, Wiesinger), is not entirely correct, as dveuifecda itself expresses 
the effect. — By this image the mind of the doubter is characterized as un- 
steady and wavering, to which a calm and sure rest is wanting. Comp. 
Isa. lvii. 20,21, LXX. : of de ddtxot nAvdwruicnoorrat Kai dvaravoacbat od Ovv_covTat, 
obK éoTt Yaipew (D17v) Toic daeseauy.4 

Ver. 7. ui yap ov€oOw. On yap, see ver. 6; it is neither the simple par- 
ticle of transition (Pott), nor equivalent to ergo (Calvin), nor is it to be 
explained, with Winer (E. T. 558), according to its derivation from ye and 
dpa, by thus indeed, but is the reason for the exhortation in ver. 6; hence, 
for. — The warning: 7 oléo#u, supposes the fancy of the doubter, that he 
will receive something from God in answer to prayer; similarly Matt. iii. 9: 
uy doénre. —6 dvOpwroc éxeivoc refers back to 6 draxpvouevoc. Although not in 
éxeivoc (in itself), yet in the whole mode of expression, there is something 
disparaging. — By Ajuperat,® instead of dobjcera (ver. 5), is not intended to 
be indicated, that the fault of not being heard lies not with God but with 


1 See Dio Chrysostom, xxxiii. p. 368 B: 
Snmos dorarov Kakov Kat Oataoon rave’ OMovov, 
Um’ avemov pimigerac; Philo, De Mundo: mpos 


German verbs schwingen, bewegen, is thus en- 
tirely equivalent to aveyugerv. 
8“ A doubtful petitioner offers not to God 


avémov pumigerar To Vdwp, 

2 Theile correctly rejects this explanation, 
saying: ‘* Hoc, quamquam undae spumantes 
ventis revera incalescunt Latinisque etiam 
ebullire aestusque dicuntur, longius tamen 
petitum est.’? — The verb pumcgery comes either 
from pums = (1) follis (a bellows) ; flabellum, 
having the meaning both of kindling (the fire) 
and of fanning (for the sake of cooling); or 
from pirn = vibration, which is also used of 
wind; thus pin Bopeao, Jl., xv. 171; pimac 
avénwv, Sophocles, Ant. 1373; also pum = storm, 
Pind. P. 1x. 49, The original import of the 


a steady hand or heart, so that God cannot de- 
posit in it his gift”? (Stier). 

4 Lange supposes that James has used these 
expressions with a conscious reference to the 
O. 'T. symbols, according to which the sea is 
“the emblem of the national hfe, agitated 
hither and thither in pathological sympathies,” 
whilst in his time ‘*these waves of the sea’? 
had already begun to roar. 

5 The form Arjmwerar, for which MS. au- 
thorities decide, is not classical Greek; the 
Tonic form is Aapyouar, 
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man: rather, he receives not, because God gives not. — ri naturally refers to 
what the doubter asks; thus seil. airovyévwv. The definite object (wisdom) 
above spoken of is not here meant; for the particular thought is founded 
on a general declaration. By xpu¢ Christ is not to be understood, but, as 
in chap. iv. 10, v. 4, 10, according to O. T. usage, God. — The designation 
of God as the Lord naturally suggested itself to James, because he was 
here speaking of the power of God manifested in giving or not giving: it is 
not, as Lange thinks, chosen in order to characterize God as “Jehovah the 
living covenant-God, who has now fully manifested Himself in Christ.” 
Ver. 8 contains neither the subject to Ajuperas (Baumgarten), nor is it 
to be understood as an exclamation = vae homini inconstanti (Pott). Many 
expositors consider dp dipuxoc as the subject and dxaraoraroc the predicate, 
wanting the copula (Luther: “a doubter is unstable;” so Calvin, Schneck- 
enburger, De Wette, Lange, and others); but according to this construction 
the idea dépvyoc falls too much into the background, and also the train of 
thought would be too unconnected. It is better to take both dvi dinvyoc 
and dkardoraroe, x.7.A.. aS in apposition to 6 dvOpwrog éxeivoc. It is true that 
the character of the doubter has already been given in ver. 6 by éouxe, «.7.2., 
but, on the one hand, only figuratively, and, on the other hand, without 
giving prominence to his ethical character, which James now introduces in 
order strongly to confirm the thought expressed in ver. 7; which exposition 
is far from being ‘‘a feeble tautology” (Lange). Less stress is to be put 
on the want of the article (Schneckenburger, De Wette), as it would be 
here hardly suitable. Correctly Winer, p. 497 [E. T. 584]: “he, a double- 
minded man;” so also Wiesinger, Briickner, Bouman, and others. Only 
according to this construction is the full meaning given to the idea dipuyor. 
The word is not to be taken merely as another expression for draxpivduevoc 
(Luther, Beza, Grotius, Cremer, aud others; Luther directly renders it “a 
doubter”), but it characterizes the inward nature of the doubter. Accord- 
ing to the mode in which dicdyaror, duxépdioc, diyAwooos, and similar words are 
formed, dipvyoc. (which occurs neither in the classics nor in the LXX. and 
the Apocrypha, but besides here only in chap. iv. 8, and the Church Fathers) 
properly denotes having two souls: it thus describes the doubter as a man 
who has, as it were, two souls contending against each other, one of which 
is turned to God, and one of which is turned away from God (thus to the 
world) ; who, accordingly, will be at the same time gido¢ rov Ocod and gidog 
tod Kécuov, although gidia tov kéouov is Eyépa tov Ozod (chap. iv. 6).1 This 
double-mindedness (or, what is the same thing, division of soul) expresses 
the wavering to and fro, between rioru and dmoria generally, so particularly 


i. 189; and frequently, diavdiya Ovuoy exeuv, 
Hesiod, 0., 18; wuxn avapmootos, Phaed., 93 


1 Oecumenius limits the idea too specifically 
to a care divided about the present and the 


future: Sipvyoy advipa tov avereperatov, TOV 
GoTHpiKTov Aéyer, TOY pyTE mpos Ta pEAAOVTA. 
mayiws, wziTe mos Ta TapovTa acparas Hdpac- 
Mévov, GAG THSE Kaketoe aySuevoy Kal TEpupe- 
pomevov, Kat more ev Tov peddAOvTWY, TOTE SE 
Tov Tapovtwy avtexouevov, In the classics, re- 
lated ideas are Sudvduxa jrepmepigvev, Hom., Z/., 


c. (Opp. WuxH opovontixy, Pl. Resp. vill. 554), 
etc. In the Hebrew, 3) 353; so in 1 Chron. 
xii. 38, where 35) 35-853 is equivalent to 
pow 3353, ver. 38: that expression has an- 


other meaning in Ps. xii. 3. 


. 
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also in _prayer.1 — dipuyov eivac is to be understood neither as the reason 
(Wiesinger) nor as the result (Lange), but as the characteristic nature, of 
duaxpivecbar. — The word dvjp is here as in Matt. vii. 24; Ps. xxxii. 2, LXX. 
Lange thinks that James used it because the dangers of which he warns 
them are more especially the dangers which threaten the men among the 
Jews. —As a second apposition James adds: dkxardoratog év racuic¢ taig ddorg 
avrov ; for, where there is a want of unity in the internal life, it is also want- 
ing in the external conduct. The dipvyoc, being actuated sometimes by one 
impulse and sometimes by another, is unsteady and inconstant in his inten- 
tions and actions (év tai¢ édoue abtov; comp. Ps. xci. 11; Jer. xvi. 17; Prov. 
ili. 6, etc.) ; he walks not on one path, but, as it is said in Ecclus. ii. 12: 
éxiBaiver éri Ovo rpiBouc.2 The word dkatéoratoc is found only again in chap. 
iii. 8 and in the LXX. Isa. liv. 11, as the translation of 10; the substan- 
tive dkataoracia occurs in chap. iii. 16, besides in Luke and in the Epistles to 
the Corinthians. — The reason why the doubter is not heard is accordingly 
the disunion in which he is with himself, both in his internal and in his 
external life; God gives the heavenly gift of wisdom, which according to 
its nature is éyv7, only to him who éy dAy rH puy7 (Matt. xxii. 37), has given 
to God an undivided disposition. 

Vv. 9,10. James subjoins to the idea that the doubter should not think 
that he should receive any thing, the exhortation to the lowly brother; dé 
non solum apponendo, sed opponendo gravius hortatur (Theile). At first view 
the natural sense is, with De Wette, Wiesinger, and most expositors, to take 
6 ddcAgoc as the general idea, which is specified by 6 ramewo¢ and 6 rAobcue. 
According to this view, razewog is not equivalent to ramewds rH xapdia, Matt. 
xi. 29, but, in opposition to mAovowc, must be taken in its proper sense: 
afjlictus, particularly poor; on the other hand, 6 rAotooc is the earthly rich, 
equivalent to opulentus, fortunatus, affluens rebus externis. The exaltation 
(7d boc), in which the brother of low degree is to glory, can naturally only 
be the heavenly dignity which the Christian by his faith in Christ possesses, 
and whose future completion is guaranteed to him by the promise of the 
Lord; and, corresponding to this, by razeivwoe is to be understood the low- 
liness, which “ belongs to the rich man as a Christian through Christ” 
(Wiesinger), which is essentially the same with his exaltation. There is 
nothing against this idea in itself; the same oxymoron would be contained 
in the expression, were we to say, according to 1 Cor. vii. 22: “the dotdoc 
rejoices in his éAevdepia, and the éAeidepoc in his dovaeia.” But the context is 
against this explanation, not only because the distinction of Christians into 
rich and poor would be here introduced quite unexpectedly; but also be- 
cause vy. 2 and 12 show that the connection of the ideas in this section 


1 Therefore it' is called, Constitut. Ap., vii. 
11: wy yivov dipuxos ev mpovevx7y ei Etat, i) ov; 


ipsi contingunt, sua culpa sorte varia conflic- 
tatur,” and 680s = fortuna ; also Heisen at least 


and Clemens Romanus: radaimwpor oi divvxor, 
oi durtagovtes THY WuxHv; comp. Ecclus. i. 28: 
MH mMpoTEAOns adTa (Kupiw) eK Kapdia Siooy. 

2 Schneckenburger incorrectly explains 
anoxatacratos here of the fate of the doubter: 
“parum constantiae experitur in omnibus, quae 


includes this idea: ‘‘ omnia vitae consilia ac 
facta quin et fata.” This certainly is a possi- 
ble explanation in itself, but it does not suit 
the context. The meaning attached to the 
word by Lange, * seditious disturber,”? cannot 
be proved to be correct by iii. 16. 


CHAP. I. 9)210. 45 


is the reference to the zecpaovot which Christians have to endure. Several 
expositors have assumed this reference in the idea tanewvoc; thus, among 
moderns, Theile, whilst to the explanation of Morus: carens fortunis externis 
omninoque calamitosus, he adds: mewpaouav meprmecdv, ver. 2; deStwypmevocg évexev 
Oucacocbvnc, Matt. v. 10; ndoxwv dud dixatoobvyc, 1 Pet. iii. 14; but by this the 
simple contrast between razevéc and mdovouc is destroyed ; for then 6 nAobotoc 
must be taken as the rich Christian who had not suffered persecution, which 
would be evidently meaningless. If, on the other hand, the rich man who 
shares the lot of persecution with the poor is to be understood (as Laurentius 
explains it: dives, sc. frater, qui ipse erat una cum paupere fratre in disper- 
sione, direptionem bonorum suorwm propter Christi evangelium passus , similarly 
Erasmus, Hornejus, and others), such a reference is not to be found in the 
idea ramewwéc in itself; if one puts it into the idea rameivuor, so that by this is 
to be understood the suffering condition of persecution in which the xAovoro¢ 
is placed, or by which he is threatened (Gebser: “he rejoices in his lowli- 
ness, into which he may be brought by persecution”), then there is no reason 
to find in ramewéc the idea of poverty expressed. Thus, then, in this view the 
train of thought, referring it to mepaouoi, becomes indistinct and confused; 
and yet this reference is required by the context. But also what directly 
follows is against the idea of considering the xAotoic as well as the razewvdc 
as a Christian (ddeA¢6¢); for, apart from the fact that such a rich man 
would require no such pressing intimation of the perishableness of riches 
as is contained in the following clauses, it is carefully to be observed that in 
_the words 6m... mapeAcioerat, and in ver. 11: obtw xal, x.7.A., the subject is 
6 maobowc and not 6 wAovroc, as that explanation would render necessary ; 
Winer: dives non habet, quo glorietur, nisi ab humilitate sua, nam divitiae mox 
periturae sunt; so also De Wette, Theile, Wiesinger, and others. This 
change of the subject is evidently unjustifiable. James says, not of riches, 
but of the rich man, rapeAcicera, papavOjcera, Which evidently is only valid 
of the rich man who forms a contrast to razeuwd¢ év Xpiors ’Inood. Brickner, 
- in order to avoid the change of subject, explains it of “the rich man accord- 
ing to his external relations;” but this reference is not only arbitrarily 
introduced, but it weakens the train of thought. That such a bad sense 
should be given by the author to the idea 6 rAobowc, is evident both from 
chap. ii. 6,7, where he represents the rAoéowx as the persecutors of the Chris- 
tians, and from chap. v. 1-6, where they are threatened with condemnation ; 
besides, the word is elsewhere used in the Sacred Scriptures in a bad sense ; 
comp. Luke vi. 24-26; Isa. liii. 9, where YwWY is parallel with Dyw; Ecclus. 
xiii. 3: mdovowoc Hoiknoe . . . TTWYsE HOiKnTaL; XV. 18: Ti KoLwrhoEL AbKoe duro; 
obTag duaptwAdg mpd¢ evoeBn .. . THC eipnvn TAovoig mpdc mévnra. If 6 modvouog 
stands in relation of contrast to 6 ddeAed¢ 6 tamewéc, then the Christian con- 
dition cannot be understood by raneivwow, or scarcely with Bouman: animi, 
nihil sibi arrogantis, modestia ; but only the destruction described in the fol- 
lowing words: 67, «.r.A., into which the rich man on account of his pride 
has fallen; comp. Luke vi. 24-26.1 The verb to be supplied is neither 


1 According to Lange, the expressions o prophetico-symbolical sense, so that the first 
ramewwos and o wAovawos are to be taken in a ‘“ designates the Jewish Christian and the Jew 
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aioyvvéoo) (Oecumenius, Estius, and others) nor ramewovotw, but Kavydobw 
(comp. Winer, p. 548 [E. T. 622 f]). This certainly does not appear 
suitable, but the expression of James has its peculiar pointedness in this, 
that the rareivwouc, to which the rich man is devoted, is indicated as the only 
odject of his boasting.1 To this irony (if it be called so) —which already 
the author of the commentary on the Lamentations in Jerome's works, and 
after him Lyra, Thomas, Beza, and others, have recognized in our passage — 
less objection is to be taken, as this was so natural to the deeply moral spirit 
of James, in opposition to the haughty self-confidence of the rich man 
opposed to the lowly Christian. — For a more exact explanation of these 
two verses, the following remarks may suffice. The connection of ver. 9 
with the preceding is as follows: Let the brother of low degree glory amid 
his temptations in his exaltation (Gunkel). The idea xavydoa is neither 
exhausted by laetari, dyaAddopu, 1 Pet. i. 6, Matt. v. 12 (Gebser), nor by 
commemorare, praedicare (Carpzov); it indicates rather glorying, proceeding 
from the confident assurance of superiority; Theile: notio gloriandi involvit 
notas, 1 gaudendi, 2 confidentiae, 3 externe expressi. —6 ddeAgoc, according to 
the above explanation, refers only to 6 rarewvoc, not to 6 mAoboroc, which rather 
forms the contrast set over against that idea. By 6 razewoe is not indicated 
a kind of ddeAgoi, but is the characteristic mark of true Christians. It is 
incorrect to take ramewoc here as entirely equivalent to xrayoc; it goes beyond 
the idea of rréyoc, indicating the Christian according to his entire lowly 
condition in the world, which also is not inapplicable to him who is perhaps 
rich in worldly wealth, especially as these riches have no true value for him. 
Comp. moreover, 1 Cor. i. 26: ob roAdot duvara, ob ToAAO ebyeveic. Tarewéc is 
the Christian, in so far as he is despised and persecuted by the world 
(retatevonuévos kal Katnoxuupévoc, Ps. xxiv. 21; comp. 1 Cor. i. 27), is inwardly 
distressed (év mavrt OAuBouevoc, Ewbev uayai, fowbev goGo, 2 Cor. vii. 5), and 
walks in humility before God; the opposite of all this is comprehended in 
On byoc, Theile rightly remarks: sublimitas . . . non solum jam 
praesens sed etiam adhuc futura cogilari potest = fon illa, quae in coelis perfi- 
cienda in terris jam est. Incorrectly, De Wette understands by this “present 
exaltation; " as little also does #yoc indicate only “the steadfast courage of 
the Christian” (Augusti); and still less is it equivalent to. divitiae, as Pott 
thinks, who finds only the thought here expressed: 6 ramewég dives sibi vide- 
alur. — By év is not to be understood the condition in which (Schnecken- 
burger), but, according to the prevailing linguistic usage of the N. T., the 
object upon which, the glorying is to take place; comp. Rom. v. 3. — The 
words ér¢ de dvboc xOprov mapeAcboerva Announce wherein the rareivworc of the 
rich consists. As regards the construction, it forms one simple sentence. 


TAovOLOC. 


absolutely in their low oppressed theocratic 
condition as contrasted with the heathen world 
and the secular power, or still more exactly 
the theocrat, inasmuch as he deeply feels 
his condition; ” the second, ‘‘ again, designates 
the Jew and the Jewish Christian, inasmuch 
as he sees the hopeless situation of the Jewish 


“people in a brilliant light, inasmuch as he is 


not only rich in the consciousness of his Jew- 
ish prerogatives, but also in chiliastic and yis- 
ionary expectation,” etc. This interpretation 
requires no refutation. 

1 A similar connection is found in Phil. ii. 
19: y Sofa év TH aicxdvy adtay, 


CHA Ph le. Aae: AT 


Baumgarten incorrectly construes rapedebcerae with 4 mAovowoc, and considers 
drt we dvOoc Xoprov, Sc. éoTt, aS a parenthesis, by which an epigrammatic sharp- 
ness is conveyed to the preceding sentence. The figure, which is further 
drawn out in ver. 11, is of frequent occurrence in the O. T., whilst with the 
quickly fading grass and its flower is not only man generally (comp. Job 
Xiv. 2: domep dvOo0c avOjoav é&érecev; Ps. ciii. 15: dvOpwmoe doel xXOpTos . . . Goel 
avb0¢ Tod dypov obrwe éEavOqoer; Isa. xl. 6, 7: maoa caps yproc, kal mica déEa av6po- 
Tav wc avboc Xoptov* énpavOn 6 X6pro¢ Kai 7d avOoc ésémece; comp. 1 Pet. i. 24), but 
also specially, as here the ungodly} (comp. Ps. xxxvii. 2: doet yéproc tayo amo- 
EnpavOjoovral, kal wost Adyava yAdn¢ Tayo aroreoovvrat; see also Ps. xe. 6), com- 
pared. — dvéoc is here, not as in Isa. xi. 1, LXX. translation of 1¥1 = germen, 
surculus (Hottinger), but the flower; however, the combination VSN y°¥ is 
not found in Hebrew; in Isa. xl.7 it is MIWT YS. TMapépyecoa, in the 
meaning of destruction, often occurs in the N. T. (so also in the Hebrew 
133); also in the classics: Soph., Trach. 69: rdv mapeAGdvr’ dporov. 

Ver. 11. A further expansion of the image. The aorists dvéreie, efpave, 
etc., do not precisely stand for the present (Grotius, Piscator, Hottinger, and 
others), but represent the occurrence in a concrete manner as a fact which 
has taken place, by which the description gains in vividness (comp. Isa. 
xl. 7), which is still more vividly portrayed by the simple succession of finite 
verbs. See Wither, p. 248 [E. T. 277] and p. 417 [E. T. 470]; A. Butt- 
mann, p. 175 [E. T. 202]. It is only confusing to convert dvérede . . . 2&7- 
pave into dvareiAac or édv dvaréAdn . . . e&fpave. — By the word xatowv is often, 
in the LXX. (comp., besides, Ezek. xvii. 10, xix. 12; Hos. xiii. 15; Jer. 
xviii. 17; Jon. iv. 8; where dveyoc or rveiya is added, particularly Job 
xxvii. 21; Hos. xii. 1), meant the hot east wind (0°%P), which, blowing over 
the steppes of Arabia, is very dry and scorching to vegetation (see Winer’s 
Reallexicon: word, Wind); here, however, as in Isa. xlix. 10 (23 closely 
united with WwW), Ecclus. xviii. 16 (comp. also Kcclus. xliii. 3, where it is 
said of the sun: xa? évavtiov xabuatoc abrod tic imoothoera), Matt. xx. 12, Luke 
xii. 55, it has the meaning “ heat, burning” (against Grotius, Pott, Hottinger, 
Kern, Schneckenburger, Winer, Wahl, Lange, Bouman, and others), as the 
parching effect is attributed not to the xaiowv, as something different from 
the sun, but to the sun itself.2 It is arbitrary to explain it as if it were 
written: Ayép0n ydp, dua ta dvareiAar Tov HAtov, 6 Kadouv; as Gebser says: “the 
burning wind rising with the sun is the image.” Laurentius incorrectly 
understands by the sun “Christ,” and by the rising of the sun “the day of 
the Lord;” thus the whole is an image of the judgment destroying the rich, 
yet so that the individual parts are to be retained in their appropriate mean- 
ing.? — «ai ¢éfpave, «.7.A, The same expressions in Isa. xl. 7. — éxmimrewy, i.e., 


1 Lange observes: ‘This is not here the tation is not forthwith imperilled,” forms a 
image of the ungodly, but is to be understood valid reason against this explanation (against 
as a historical figure with reference to the de- Lange). 
cay of the O. T. glory!” 3 That * with the sun of a finished revela- | 

2 Neither the article before ckavowv, nor tion was developing the hot wind of the law, 
the observation that, ‘‘ with the rising of the which scorched the glory of Israel’? (Lange), 
sun and the development of its heat the vege- isa remark which is here the more inappro- 
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not simply the withering (Isa. xxviii. 1, 4, LXX.), but the actual falling-off 
of the flower, is a consequence of the blighting of the plant. — 7 ednpénea, 
the opposite of dpéreva, is used in the classics chiefly of external appearance; 
in the N. T. it is an dm. Aey.— 71d mpdownov = 0°19, Ps. civ. 80; comp. Luke 
xii. 56; Matt. xvi. 8: species eaterna. airoi refers, not as the first airod, to 
rov yoprov, but to 7d dvoc, on which the emphasis rests (comp. ver. 10, De 
Wette, Wiesinger, Bouman).1— otra, thus quickly, thus entirely (Wiesinger); 
xai is not purely superfluous (Wiesinger), but, referring back to the image, 
heightens the comparison. — 6 miobowuc . . . waparOjcera. It is to be observed 
that here also 6 rdobo.wc, and not 6 rAoiroc, is the subject. apaivesdat, in the 
N. T. an dr. dey., is found in the LXX. as the translation of 2, Job xv. 30; 
in the same meaning in the Wisdom of Solomon ii. 8. The figurative ex- 
pression is explained by what goes before. —év raic ropeiutc abrov; not “on 
his journeys” (Laurentius, Piscator, Herder), also not “on his journeyings 
of fortune” (Lange); but = é rai¢ ddou¢ abroo, ver. 8 (comp. Prov. ii. 8, LXX.). 
The prominent idea is that the rich man, overtaken by judgment, perishes 
in the midst of his doings and pursuits, as the flower in the midst of its blos- 
soming falleth a victim to the scorching heat of the sun. Luther’s transla- 
tion: “in his possession,” is explained from the false reading opiauw. See 
critical notes. 

Ver. 12. Whilst the rich man is condemned in the judginent, the ddeAddc 
6 rarewvoc, who suffers the recpaoudv proceeding from the rich man, is blessed. 
This blessedness forms the conclusion of the series of thought begun at 
ver. 2. To paxapuoc dvgp (see Ps. i. 1, and frequently in O. T.), not éorw but 
gori is to be supplied. No special emphasis is to be put on dvqp; comp. vv. 
8, 20; incorrectly Thomas: Beatus vir, non mollis vel effoeminatus, sed vir ; 
and not less incorrectly Lange, who explains dvgp here as he does in ver. 8. 
— 6¢ brouéver mepacudy is Not = d¢ metpacuoic mepiminter OF O¢ mEpacudy Taoyxet (Hot- 
tinger); comp. ver. 3; it is the man who does not succumb to the tempta- 
tions which he has to endure. Laurentius: aliud est ferre crucem, aliud 
perferre. To supply érav mepuréon (Wiesinger) is unnecessary. — The follow- 
ing sentence beginning with ér adduces the reason of the paxapioudc:, for 
being approved, he will receive the crown of life. By doxiuoc yevouevoc is given 
not so much the condition as the cause, why he that endureth temptation 
will receive the crown of life; the being approved is the consequence of 
brouéverv retpaoudv. — doxtuoe is not, with Krebs, Lésner, Augusti, Pott, and 
others, to be referred as a figurative expression to the trial preceding the 
contests of athletes; but if a conscious figurative reference is to be assumed 
at all (which De Wette, Briickner, and Wiesinger not without reason con- 
sider as doubtful), it is to be referred to the purification of metals by fire 
(Hornejus, Gebser, Schneckenburger, Theile, and others).2 In rdv orégavov 


priate, as according to it the sun and the hot flower has fallen from it, is still to lose its 
wind are indicated as two different powers beauty? 


opposed to each other. 2 Lange asserts that this figurative refer- 
1 Lange, on the other hand, observes * that ence is so far incorrect, as ‘that figure pre- 
a fallen flower is still to lose its beauty”? can- —_ supposes the idea of refining, which, although 


not be imagined; but 1s it then to be imagined contained in the trial or proof, is not identical 
that the grass when it is withered, and the with it; ’ but the identity is not maintained. 


CHAP. I. 18. 49 


ti¢ Swh¢ (“not the crown which is peculiar to eternal life, i.e., which is im- 
parted to it,” Gunkel), ri¢ Goze is not the genitive of possession (Lange), but 
of apposition: (uf, i.e., the eternal blessed life, is itself the crown of glory 
with which he that Suanies is adorned; comp. Rey. ii. 10; 1 Pet. v. 4; 2 
Tim. iy. 8. It is at least doubtful if there is here any pilaien to the fo 
of the victor in the Greek games,— which is maintained by Zwingli, 
Michaelis, Hensler, Pott, De Wette, Wiesinger, and others, and contested 
by Semler, Augusti, Schneckenburger, Hottinger, Theile, Briickner, and 
others,—as even among the Jews, without any ees to a ‘contest, a 
crown or diadem is regarded as the symbol of peculiar honor; comp. besides 
Ps. xxi. 4 (Briickner), especially Wisdom of Solomon y. 16, 17: dikaioz gic rov 
aidva foot. . . Anpovtat Td Baoiretov tHe edmpersiac Kal Td diadnua TOD KdAAOUC éx YeLpd¢ 
xvpiov. With Paul, on the other hand, such an allusion frequently occurs. 
The certainty of receiving this crown of glory is founded on the divine 
promise: 6v éxyyyeidato (6 Kbptoc) tol dyanaow abtov. If 6 xbpioc is the correct 
reading, we are to understand not Christ (Baumgarten, Schneckenburger), 
but God (Gebser, Theile, Wiesinger). — The expression roi¢ dyanéow abtév 
(comp. Ps. xcyii. 10, exlv. 20; Rom. viii. 28, etc.) intimates that imouévew 
metpacuov is a proof and testimony of love to God, and is accordingly a proof 
how careful James was to designate love as the essence of true faith (so 
also Lange); therefore the repetition of the same addition in chap. ii. 5. 
On the whole passage, comp. particularly.2 Tim. iy. 8. 

Ver. 13. To 6¢ irouéver retpacuév James opposes 6¢ mepdverar;} whilst the 
former gains (w7, the end to which the latter approaches is davatoc (ver. 15). 
— First James disclaims a vain justification of the latter, and then describes 
the process of repavecta. The vain justification is introduced with the 
direct words of the me:patouevoc: br and Ocon weipdgoua, and then disclaimed 
by the expression: 6 Od¢ dmeipactos évte Kaxdv, K.7.2,— By the direct transition 
from the preceding to this verse, it is supposed that by the rempaouevoc spoken 
about, in contrast to d¢ imouéver mepacudv (ver. 12), is to be understood the 
person who does not endure the temptation, and consequently is not proved 
by it, but who succumbs under it, whilst he suffers himself to be enticed to 
falling away —to sin. Pott: qui tentatione vincitur, ad peccandum vincitur , 
Theile: agit Jacobus de turpi tentatione per tristem (tentationem) ; so also Ols- 
hausen, Schneckenburger, Kern, and others. This connection is denied by 
others; thus Calvin says: de alio tentationes genere disserit ; and Wiesinger in 
the strongest manner: “This appears as the design of the apostle: to distin- 
guish as much as possible those meipacuob¢ and this meipégecbu, to place the 
latter as totally different from the former.” But the close connection with 
the preceding constrains us to the opinion that James has considered both 
in reference to each other, the mepacuo occasioning the meipageodae which takes 
place when émduuia is excited by it.? It is arbitrary to take the verb rewa- 


1 When Lange meets this with the ques- 2 It is to be observed that James designates 
tion, “How could any one endure the temp- the trials, on which he thinks in oray mevpac- 
tation without having first been tempted? ” he Lois mepuméayte, ver. 3, a8 mecpacuol. It may 
only shows that he does not understand the be said that they are not this in themselves, but 


explanation here given. only in so far as the Christian is yet a sinner, © 


. 
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tecdat in the clause : pydete mevpatduevoc, in another sense than in the following 
clause: amd Ocod meipaCouat, as Hottinger asserts: hic verbum repacecba bis dici- 
tur sensu diversi; priori loco simpliciter: adversa pati; posteriori: malis sollici- 
tari ad defectionem (similarly Grotius, Semler; also Lange); for, according 
to this interpretation, the excuse, éri, x.7.4., would not correspond to the 
supposition contained in pndelc mepagouevoc. In justification of this view, 
Matt. viii. 30 cannot be appealed to, where the same word (vexpév) is used 
in the same sentence in different meanings, namely, in a proper and figura- 
tive meaning, as here the relation is entirely different. — Some expositors 
(Pott, Schneckenburger, and others), without reason, paraphrase jeyétw by 
“cogitet, sibi persuadeat.” Since the words which immediately follow are 
introduced in the direct form, it is better to retain the usual meaning of 
aéyecv, by which it is in itself evident that the external speaking presupposes 
an internal, on which it is here natural to think. — James makes the repago- 
uevoc thus briefly express the excuse by which he would justify himself: érz 
axd Ocod retpacouat, by which he transfers the guilt from himself to God.1 67 
is the form of quotation frequently occurring in the N. T., except with Paul. 
ard Ocod is emphatically placed first. d76 is not equivalent to izo; the former 
points to the more distant, the latter to the nearest cause, though by later 
writers d76 with passive verbs is sometimes used as equivalent to iré. Here, 
however, the usual signification of dzé is to be retained, for the zepatéuevoe, 
introduced as directly speaking, would certainly not stigmatize God as the 
direct tempter (comp. Matt. iv. 1). See Winer, p. 332 [E. T. 371]. James 
does not with these words refer to any particular doctrine of religion and 
philosophy, perhaps to the doctrine of the Pharisees and Essenes on eiuapyévy 
(Bull, Ittig, Schneckenburger, and others), or the doctrine of Simon Magus 
(Calovius), but only considers generally the peculiar bias of the natural man 
to charge God somehow with the blame of mepégecba, recognizable in the 
answer of Adam to the question of God.2— James grounds the rejection of 
the idea contained in pndete . . . Aeyétw that the mreypdfecbar proceeds from God, 
by a sentence comprising two members: 6 ydp Ode . . . obdéva. The word 
Greipaotoc, AN dak Aey. in the N. T., has in classical Greek —in which, how- 
ever, the form, azeiparoc (dameipntoc) almost always occurs — either the passive 
meaning untempled, — that is, what is not tempted or proved, — or the active 


and can thus be enticed by them into sin; 
when this happens, then the mecpagec@ar, of 
which James here speaks, takes place. Stier: 
‘That there is a necessity for our all being 
tested and approved through trial, springs from 
our sin; the tempting element in our trial, the 
evil in it, springs therefore from that and not 
from God.” 

1 He might find a justification of this in the 
fact that mevpagmot actually spring from God. 
See Meyer on Matt. vi. 13, and on 1 Cor. x. 13. 
Lange introduces inappropriate matter, main- 
taining in favor of the concrete relations sup- 
posed by him, that the Jews and Judaizing 
Christians with this word would justify their 


fanaticism against the Gentiles, particularly 
their separation from the Gentile Christians, 
as an affair of God (for his glory) ! 

2 Many expressions in Greek authors show 
how natural this is to man; comp. JJ. 7. 86: 
ey) & ovK aitids cime GAA Zevs, kar moipa; 
Plaut., Audul., iv. 10, 7: Deus impulsor mihi 
fuit; Terent., Hunuch., v. 2, 86: Quid, si hoc 
voluit quispiam Deus? — Such an excuse sug- 
gested itself to the Jews the more as it ap- 
peared justified by the language of the O. T. 
Comp. Exod. xx. 16. On the contrary, Philo 
(Quod. deter. pot.,177 D) remarks: ov ws évioe 
Tv agcBav, TOY @edv aitioy TaY Kakov Hjoe 
Mwio7js. Still more fully in Schneckenburger. 
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meaning: he who has made no trial, equivalent to inexperienced. Some 
expositors take the word in the second meaning; thus Schulthess: in Deum 
nulla malorum experientia; De Wette, Briickner, and others.1_ But, on ac- 
count of the close connection with mevpégevv, the word has here, as most expos- 
itors assume, an ethical meaning. Yet it is incorrect to explain it actively, 
with Luther (God is not a tempter to evil; Vulgate: intentator), because 
this clause would then be tautological with the following. It is rather to 
be taken passively: wntempted of evil, by which the idea passes from tentatus 
to that of tentabilis; Winer, p. 175 [E. T. 194]. By the Church Fathers 
God is often named simply 6 dmeipaoroc ; so Ignat. Ad. Philipp. : ri meypaterc tov 
dxeipacrov; Photius, Contra Manich., iv. p. 225: mewpalew éniyesphoaoe tov drei- 
paorov. By this predicate the holiness of God, which is raised above all 
temptation to evil, is indicated, and is the motive likewise to the following 
thought.?—xaxév is not masculine, but neuter; not misery (Oecumenius), 
but evil.? — rewpafer dé abrde obdéva expresses the consequence of the preceding 
and the pointed contrast to dzd Ocob metpitoua. meipater is placed first for the 
sake of emphasis. By airéc, which most interpreters pass over, is brought 
forward not God’s action in contrast to “being tempted” (Theile: ipse quo- 
que non tentat idem ille Deus, qui tentari nequit; Wiesinger: “He, self-active;” 
so also Lange), but shows that the zepévev indeed takes place, but from - 
another cause (7 id:a émtOvuia) than from God. The meaning of the whole 
verse is as follows: Let no man, when he is tempted (inwardly enticed) to 
evil, say, From God I am tempted: for God suffers no temptation; but (dé) 
as to the temptation, He (God) tempteth no man: but every man is tempted, 
etc.4 As regards the apparent contradiction of this with other passages of 
the Holy Scriptures, where the sins of men are referred to God as their reason 
(Gen. xxii. 1; Deut. viii. 2, etc.), Calvin correctly remarks: Quum Scriptura 
excoecationem vel obdurationem cordis tribuit Deo, neque illi initium assignat, 
neque facit mali auctorem, ut culpam sustinere debeat. In his autem duobus 
solum Jacobus insistit. 

Ver. 14. That “epatecda: proceeds not from God,” is the thought of 


yer. 13. Whence comes it, then? The answer is given in this verse: 


1 Buttmann, p. 148 [E. T. 170], contests this 
meaning, which rather belongs to the word 
amevpos. But passages, as Hom. HW. ad Ven. 
V. 183: advyirnv pm ayaywv Kat ameipytyny prdd- 
antos; Theognis, 772: moAAol ameipnroe dofav 
éxova’ aya0@v, show that ameiparos actually has 
that meaning. 

2 Lange maintains, in reference to the in- 
terpretation given above, that in this commen- 
tary ameip. kak. is explained as equivalent to 
‘© God has no experience of evil,’’ and that it 
is said that the passive construction: ‘not 
tempted,” ‘not temptable,” is against gram- 
matical usage and the connection! In a very 
strange manner he thinks it is here designed 
to strengthen the warning: Zeé no man say; 
for this saying, like all fanaticism, was a 
tempting God, and therefore vain and impious, 


because God does not suffer himself to be 
tempted. 

3 Inapposite uniting of various explana- 
tions by Theile and Morus: azeip, «ax, dicitur, 
partim quoniam nullae miseriae possunt eve- 
nire Deo, partim quoniam per eas non potest 
inclinari ad peccandum, ad cupiditatem ali- 
quam exercendam; Deus igitur est expers 
miseriae omnis atque etiam peccati vel pravae 
cupiditatis, et quia est, neque tentatur a malis 
ipse, neque alium tentat. 

4 The passage in Ecclus. xv. 11, 12, 20, is 
especially to be compared: mH elmys ore Sua 
KUpiov améoryy, mn cimys OTL avTos me éeTAdYY- 
gev. Ovk éveteiAato ovdevi ageBety Kal ovK 
eSwkev averw ovdevi amaptavew. See also 1 
Cor. x. 13. 
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“ Every man is tempted when he is drawn out and allured by his own lust.” The 
words ind ri¢ Wd. émidupiac belong not to mepdfera (Theile, Wiesinger), but to 
eEcAduevoc Kad dedeatoueroc (Luther, Baumgarten, Semler, Knapp, Grashof, 
Hottinger, De Wette, Briickner, Lange, and others), as otherwise these ideas 
would drag too much, and would receive their closer reference only by sup- 
plying something, as in abri¢ (Wiesinger). James will describe respatecbat 
according to its process; he therefore places the idea first, and then gives in 
what follows how it occurs: consequently the construction mespagerar . . . &eAKd- 
nevoc requires not to be altered into metpalouevoc . . . ekeAnberat (Schnecken- 
burger). — reagsuevoc, as is evident from what goes before, is to be supplied 
to éaotoc; it corresponds to ovdéva, ver. 13. The attribute id:a¢ is emphatic, 
expressing the contrast to airéc in ver. 13. It is brought prominently forward 
because enidvuia has its ground not in God, but belongs to man. — By énwupia 
is not denoted “innocent sensuousness,” but it occurs here, as everywhere in 
the N. T. (except where its specific object is named, as in Luke xxii. 15; 
Phil. 1. 23; 1 Thess. ii. 17), even without the addition of kaxj, capxixg, or , 
some similar adjectives, in sensu malo; yet it is not to be understood as origi- 
nal sin: “the sinful tendency, the same as Paul calls guapria in Rom. vii. 7” 
(Hofmann, Schrifibew., i. p. 469; Wiesinger); rather ém§uuia here is the 
same as in Rom. vii. 7, namely, lust for the forbidden action springing from 
original sin (which Paul designates as the duapria which yopic vouou is “ vexpa,” 
but by the commandment revives, and rdcav émiuuiav xatepyaterar). So, also, 
Briickner.1— James does not here speak of the origin and development of 
sin in general, but he wishes to mention, in contrast to drd Oc0d mepagoua, by 
what sinful man is tempted to the definite act of sin, so that he had no occa- 
sion to refer to original sin. — With regard to the form of ‘expression, Pott 
correctly says: émduuia, duaptia et Odvatoc personarum vim habent; imaginem 
meretricis suppeditant voces ovAdaBeiv, tixtew, atoxbev, nec non et &éAnew atque 
dededgewv. The two words ééAxew and dedeagew sind verba e re venatoria et pisca- 
toria in rem amatoriam et inde in nostrum tropum translata (Schneckenburger) ; 
this at least is valid of deAedgev. The meaning: protrahere in littus (Pott, and 
also De Wette), does not here lie at the root of the idea é&éAxew (drag ey. in 
N. T.), for then it would require to be placed after deAedfew (as also Wieseler, 
Briickner, and Lange observe). Schulthess more correctly explains it: eli- 
cere bestias ex tuto ubi latent in locum hamis retibusque expositum; but it is 
probable that James had not the original figure so definitely before his eyes. 
Many interpreters (Menochius, Grotius, Laurentius, Pott, Hottinger, Baum- 


1 According to Hofmann’s explanation, the individual encounters externally, over against 


form of expression of James would be diamet- 
rically opposed to that of Paul; for what Paul 
calls auaptia, James would call émidvyia; and 
what Paul calls émOvuia, James would call 
auaptia! And how objectionable is it to say, 
with Wiesinger: ém@vyca, when stirred up, 
produces those émuOuuias oapkds in Gal. v. 16, 
24, that erv@vuecy and that ém@vaia in Rom. 
vii. 7,8. It is also incorrect, with Lange, to 
understand by idva é7u0, * origina: sin itself in 
its concrete activity,” or ‘the folly which the 


which the lust belonging to him is objectively 
placed,” and to determine the same more defi- 
nitely as the totality of those ‘ glittering, varie. 
gated, visionary expectations which seductively 
met both the Jews and the Jewish Christians, 
which had sprung from the matter of the chili- 
astic, world-lusting, spiritual pride.” James 
does not here speak of ém@uvuca as attacking 
an individual from outside, but ondy of that 
which is within him. 
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garten, Theile, and others) supply a bono to ééAx. and ad malum to dered, 
or something similar; yet incorrectly, as the idea is rather that émuduuia as a 
harlot entices man, that is, his will, to herself; the é in é&éA«. is thus to be 
explained, that man, enticed by the allurements of éavduuia, is enticed to for- 
sake his former position (as the place where he remained hitherto concealed); 
Schneckenburger: Statu quasi suo et loco se extrahi et dimoveri ipse patitur. It 
is incorrect to explain égéAxew as equivalent to mpooéAxetv, or as an intensified 
form instead of éAxew.t The being taken captive by émduyia is indicated by 
deheatouevoc.” deAeagev, in the N. T. used here only and in 2 Pet. ii. 2, 14, 18, 
is also, among classical writers, used figuratively only in sensu malo.? 

Ver. 15. Continuing the image used in ver. 14, James in this verse de- 
scribes what is the fruit which proceeds from deAedgeobat bmd rig idiac éxiOnpiac: 
Lust having conceived (i.e., become pregnant) bringeth forth sin, and sin when 
at ts completed bringeth forth death. The object of this representation is not 
to give a doctrine of sin, —its origin and its end, —but by indicating the 
Jruit of repagecda, to demonstrate that it is not from God. By eira the result 
of meipifecda, namely rixret duapriav, is indicated as directly following upon 
it; ovdAaGovca forms the transition to it, which occurs by émévuia taking the 
will of man captive; it, as it were, becomes pregnant, so that it bears sin. — 
oviAaBodoa titer corresponds to the Hebrew 72) WM, which is uniformly 
in the LXX. translated by ovA2aSovoa érexe (Gen. iv. 5, 17, xxx. 17, and other 
passages). By duapria without the article, the fruit of énévuia, according to 
its quality, is indicated in an entirely general manner. Sin born. by lust 
again carries in itself its own fruit («ijua), which, having come to comple- 
tion (droreAcopeica), is brought forth out of itself (dmoxbe). According to 
De Wette, by duapria in the first clause is to be understood “the resolution 
or internal act,’’ but in the second clause (4 duaptia dmoredeobeiaa), “sin accomn- 
plished in the external act,” thus acts of sin. This, however, is incorrect, as 
— (1) by 7 62 duapria the dyapria already mentioned is again taken up, and 
therefore must have the same meaning; and (2) droredeiv duaptiav cannot 
mean “sin accomplished.”* Wiesinger, with regard to rixre: duapriav, correctly 
observes: “dyapria is sin, but whether the internal or external act is not 
stated;” yet dmoreAeodeica added in the following clause shows that James 
considered dyapria as something graduaily developed, for dmoreAciv is not 
equivalent to rixrew (so that droredeodcioa Would be = rexGeioa, Baumgarten : 
“sin brought or produced into the world in such a manner”), but completed: 


1 See Athenaeus, i: 8, ¢. 8: dua thy doptdriav pression amoreAetv émOvyiav in Plato, Gorg., p- 
Tovs épactas mpoceAkvcacGar, Ael., V. An., Vi. 503 D, and teAetv thy éemOvucav, as there éme- 
81: vd THs Hdovys EAKOMEVOS. Ovpuiaand apnaptia are not similar, but different 

2 Lange: ‘To draw off and to allure: Ger- ideas. When Wiesinger, against the explana. 
man, Ablocken and Anlocken; the man is tion of De Wette, says that cvAAaBovca indi- 
first drawn out from his inward self-control cates that “the will consents to the demand 
and fortress, and then attracted (drawn to) by _— of the desire, which is the resolution or inter- 
the allurements of the harlot.’? nal act,” it is, on the contrary, to be observed 

8 Comp. particularly, Plato, Tim., Ixix. 6: that these two are by no means identical, as 
ndovn peytotwy Kax@v dédcap; Plut., De Ser. the resolution is an act of the will, and thus is 
Num. Vind.: 7d yAvev rhs émOvpias Gomep actually sin, whilst by cvAAaBodca. is indicated 
déd\eap e&éAkerv (avOpwmovs). a point preceding tixreww amaptiav, 

4 De Wette incorrectly appeals to the ex- 


. 
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thus 7 du, anor. = “sin which has attained to its complete development.” It is not 
entirely corresponding to the idea of James, when Calvin (with whom most 
recent critics — Kern, Schneckenburger, Theile, Wiesinger, and others — 
agree) explains it as “the entire sinful life” (non unum aliquod opus perpe- 
tralum, sed cursus peccandi completus,; vita impia et scelerata). As James 
considers dyapria itself personified, it is doreAeodeioa when it has grown to 
such fulness of power that it rules man’s whole life. According to this idea, 
it is indeed correct when several interpreters explain dmored. by adulta; thus 
Bouman: Peccatum, quum ad adultam pervenit aetatem; yet, linguistically, 
this explanation is not to be justified, as-doredcioda is not equivalent to ado- 
lescere. The explanation given in the earlier edition of this commentary, 
that by duapria is meant the act of sin, is erroneous, because such a limita- 
tion of the general idea is not indicated; on this account it is not correct to 
think on émupia and Guapria as a single definite lust and sin. — Briickner 
considers the addition of droredeceioa is made only “in order that duapria, 
which was at first represented as a child, might again be represented as a 
mother.” This, however, is incorrect: the origin and growth (or, more cor- 
rectly, the completion) of sin by no means occur “in reality together at one 
moment ;” sin bears death, which it carried in itself at the first, only when 
it is not interrupted in its development by a higher life-power, but has 
attained to its complete form. — By ééavaroc, by which James indicates the 
fruit of completed sin according to its nature, is to be understood, not only 
temporary death (Pott: Homines peccando mortales factos esse omnes consentiunt 
NV. T. scriptores), but, as the opposite of the fw7 which God has promised, 
and will give to them who love Him, eternal death; see Rom. vi. 23: ra 
opovia the duaptiac, Odvatoc* 7d dé Yaptoua Oeod, Con aidvoc. If, therefore, noth- 
ing but ¢dvaroc is the end to which repageota conducts, this cannot possibly 
have its reason in God, who works (w7, and therefore it is absurd to say dd 
Ocov, mepaGouat (ver. 13).— The expression dzoxve: (only here and in ver. 18 
in the N. T.) is distinguished from rixrec only in this, that it indicates more 
definitely that duapria from the beginning is pregnant with ddvatoc. By the 
explanation: meretur mortem (Bede, Laurentius, and others), a relation is 
introduced foreign to the context. On the mode of writing dmoxvei and 
éroxvet, see Winer, p. 80 (E. T. 88); Schirlitz, p. 184 f. 

Ver. 16 introduces the statement which follows as one particularly im- 
portant. Not only the exhortation; 4) Aavdode, but also the added address: 
deApoi wou dyarnzoi, Shows how important this observation appeared to the 
author. A new line of thought, unconnected with the preceding, does not 
indeed begin with this verse; i) maavdode must not therefore be considered, 
with Hornejus, Gebser, and others, only as the concluding formula to what 
goes before. Theile correctly observes: Ubi antecedentia respicit, nunquam 
Jinit cohortationem, sed ita interpositum est, ut continuet ac firmet, nunc illus- 
trando, nune cavendo. The same formula is found in 1 Cor. vi. 9, xv. 33: 
Gal. vi. 7 (similarly 1 Jolin iii. 7); in all those places it precedes a thought 
certain to the Christian conscience, by which a preceding expression is con- 
firmed in opposition to a false opinion: this is also the case here. Grotius 
inserts an entirely foreign reference when he says, hoc vult: ne putate vestruin 
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studium sufficere sine precibus ; see Luke xviii. 1. There is here no reference. 
whatever to prayer. 

Ver. 17. The sentiment in this verse, introduced by ver. 16, is designed 
for the complete rejection of dxd Oeod meipatowa; the good comes from God, 
therefore mewpafecduc cannot come from God. The idea of the good is indi- 
cated by two synonymous expressions: décw dyaby and dépnua tédewov. By 
d6o1c, Which has here not an active, as in Phil. iv. 5 (Bouman, Lange), but 
a passive signification (as frequently in classical Greek and in the Apoc- 
rypha), and by dépyua, the same thing is indicated —in contrast to idia én-; 
_ Gvuia, ver. 14— as something given and presented, which thus proceeds not 
from man himself. By dwpyya rédeov the idea already contained in doo dyad 
is heightened, dwpnua more definitely indicating the gift (docu) as a free present 
(which Gunkel incorrectly denies; see Rom. v. 16; where dupqua is parallel 
with yapioua), and réAeov the idea of the good (dyad) as morally perfect.1 It 
is arbitrary to refer the two expressions to different gifts, and by dooiw to 
understand the gifts of the kingdom of nature or of the present life, and by 
dapnua those of the kingdom of grace or of the future life. Also dyagq is not, 
with Didymus, to be restricted to the idea of the useful. Several interpret- 
ers (Raphelius, Stolz, Rosenmiiller, Bengel, Augusti, Pott, Hottinger, and 
others) put an exclusive force on mac, as if it were = non nisi, “nothing but;” 
but the thought is weakened thereby. James designs to say not only —in 
contrast to the derivation of wepafecéac from God —- that only good (thus not 
evil) gifts come from Him, but likewise that good gifts all come only from 
God (thus from none else) (Stier); mae is accordingly to be taken in its 
usual meaning; but dyas7 and ré2eov are to be emphasized. Schnecken- 
burger arbitrarily explains it as if James had written: mdca déow Kai wav 
Ocopnua dvobev kataBaivov téheov éort.2 — dvabev = vipavobev (Acts xiv. 17, xxvi. 
13; é rod oipavod, John vi. 32, 33), is put first for the sake of emphasis. — 
gore xataBaivov are not, with Wolf, Bengel, Kern, Bouman, and others. to be 
separated, so that ior is to be joined to dvufev, and xataBaivov is added as an 
epexegesis; but to be united, and are put instead of xaraBaiver, only that by 
the participle the quality of the verbal idea is more brought out; see chap. 
iii. 15; so also Wiesinger and A. Buttmann, p. 266 (E. T. 310); Winer, 
p- 311 (E. T. 350), and Schirlitz, p. 317, on the other hand, regard the ex- 
pression as entirely equivalent to xaraBaiver.— The expression xataBaivoy is 
explained from dvwéev. The explanation of Laurentius: non cadens, sed 
descendens, quia ordinarie bona sua dona dat, is far-fetched. — ard tov matpd¢ 
Tov gorur, an epexegesis. to the preceding. By ra ¢Hra is to be understood 
neither spiritual light, whether knowledge (Hornejus), or joy (Michaelis), or 
goodness, wisdom (Wolf: Omnis perfectio, bonitas, sapientia et prosperitas), 
or something similar, nor the spirits of light (Schol. ap. Mait.: ijrot tov 


1 Whilst De Wette finds the emphasis only 
in the adjectives, Theile correctly remarks: Et 
substantiva et adjectiva differunt ita, ut poste- 
riuspriore sit definitius ideoque majus. So also 
Wiesinger and Briickner. Lange by dup, Ted. 
understands ‘‘the gift of God completed in 


: 


Christianity ;”? and by S0c. ay. ‘‘every thing 
which served to prepare this completed gift, 
especially in the old covenant.” 

2 On the accidental hexameter which the 
words maga .., teAcrov form, see Winer, p. 


564 (E. ‘I’. 798). 
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ayyehdr duvipenv* } Tov nedutiopévov dvoporav; Lange: “ The whole series of 
organs of revelation from Abraham to Christ, as the representatives of all 
good spirits”). Nor is there here any allusion to the Urim and Thummim 
of the high priest (Heisen); but by it are meant, as almost all modern 
expositors recognize, the heavenly bodies (see LXX. Ps. exxxv. (cxxxvi.) 7; 
Jer. iv. 23) = gworfpec, LXX., Gen. i. 14. God is designated as the argp of 
these, because He is their Creator and Preserver. This designation, for 
which Job xxxviii. 28 cannot be appealed to, is surprising, as it is without 
analogy either in the O. or N. T. (otherwise with profane writers and Philo). 
It has, however, its ground in this, that James considers the light of the 
heavenly bodies as a reflection of the essential light of God. Since God is 
the Father of light, the symbol of the holy ones (Wiesinger), so He Himself 
must be light, and thus nothing dark (consequently not repagecdar), but 
rather only all that is light,can proceed from Him. As the Father of lights, 
God, however, outshines these: their light is changing; His, on the contrary, 
is without change. The following words: with whom there is no variation nor 
shadow (in consequence) of change, express this idea; i.e., whilst with the 
stars a napaddayh OY tpomA¢ amockiacua occurs, there is nothing similar to this 
with God.! According to Grotius, with whom various expositors agree, 
these expressions are termini technici of astronomy. But, in opposition to 
this, it is to be observed that mapaAAay# never occurs as an astronomical term 
(see Gebser in loco), and the astronomical signification of tpom7 = solstitium, 
solstice (rpora? Gepivai and yetuepevai; comp. Wisd. vii. 18: tpomdv dAAayac), is 
not here suitable, as the sun is not mentioned specially, nor is an drockiacua 
effected by the solstice. James here uses not the language of astronomy, 
but that of ordinary life (Wiesinger). — rapaddayn is to be understood quite 
generally, variation. James adds to this general idea, in order to bring 
prominently forward that the essential light of God is not, as is the case 
with the stars, obscured by any thing, the more definite idea tpomije drockiacpa. 
arooxiaoua has not an active (De Wette: “casting a shadow”’), but a passive 
signification, being shaded (so Briickner) ; and rporje assigns the reason (dzo- 
oxiaoua quae oritur e tpoxj, Schneckenburger): thus the shadowing of the 
stars, which is effected by their changeable position:? for that James has 
founded his idea in a change in the stars themselves, is not probable.® 
Luther’s translation: “the change of light and darkness” (similarly, Stolz: 
“changing obscuration ’’), is only justified if it were said tpom) amocxidouaroc. © 
Deviating entirely from the above explanation, the Greek interpreters take 


1 Flatt (Spicil. observatt. ad ep. Jacobi): which James has in view is, according to 


Auctor siderum nitidorum ipsis etiam nitidior 
et nitoris, nullis unquam tenebris interrupti, 
majori constantia fulgens, Similarly it is said 
of Wisdom: éo7 yap avn evmpemeortépa HALov, 
Kal Umép Tacav aotpwr Oécwv, hwrTi cvyKpivomevn 
evpioxetat mpotépa, Wisdom of Solomon, vii. 29. 

2 Incorrectly, Lange explains the expres- 
sion, “‘ of the obscuration of the earth effected 
by the diurnal phenomenal revolution of the 
sun, moon, and stars.’? And the proper idea 


Lange, that God “makes no revolution with 
the Old Testament which would cast a night- 
shadow on the New, nor does he suffer the 
New Testament to cast a night-shadow on the 
Ola”! 

8 Without reason, Baumgarten, Schnecken- 
burger, and others assume that James here 
alludes to the astrological superstitions of the 
Jews. 
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drookiaoua = iyvoc; Oecumenius: dvri rob: obd3 péxple bTovotac Tivdc brosor7 $ 
Suidas: dvr? rob* ddAowdoewe Kat HetaBorne iyvoc* Kal duotwua davtaciag; and 
following them several recent writers; Morus: ne tantillum mutationes ; 
Rosenmiiller: no shadow of change; so Hensler and others. But in this 
signification dooxiaopa never elsewhere occurs; also the here essential idea of 
obscuration (Bengel: dmockiaoua, opponitur luminibus) would be lost. — The 
form é (besides here in the N. T., in 1 Cor. vi. 5; Gal. iii. 28; Col. iii. 11) 
is not, with Buttmann, ii. 375; Winer, p. 74 (E. T. 80); Schirlitz, 171, and 
others, to be taken as a peculiar form of év, but is the abbreviation of gear 
(A. Buttmann, p. 64 [E. T. 72]); comp. 1 Cor. vi. 5: ob« gu é& tuiv codde 
obdé cic (see Meyer in loco). é, however, is not, with Pott, to be explained 
as precisely equivalent with gor, yet the meaning of the preposition év is so 
weakened, as the verb could be construed with any other preposition, as here 
with the preposition apd, which here, as frequently in the N. T., stands for 
“what spiritually belongs to another, is in another’s possession.” } 

Ver. 18. Most interpreters subordinate the thought contained in this 
verse to the preceding, regarding it either as an example (Laurentius: loqui- 
tur Ap. in his verbis de generatione spirituali ut sit quasi exemplum aliquod 
istorum donorum spiritualium, quae sunt desuper) or as a confirmation and a 
proof (thus Gebser, Kern, Wiesinger, Bouman; also Lange) :? on the con- 
trary, according to Theile and De Wette,® its relation is that of co-ordination. 
But in both explanations the peculiar significance which this verse has in 
the context is mistaken. It is to be recognized as a principal thought, not 
only because the succeeding exhortations flow from it, but also because the 
preceding development only comes to its close in it; whilst only in BovAndetc 
dmextnoev quac is not only the assertion dd Ocod mepitouae completely refuted, 
but also all the earlier-mentioned assertions have their sure foundation. It 
is accordingly not a confirmation of ver. 17, but rather a special inference 
from the general idea of that verse. — Bovandeic anexinoev nudc]. The verb itself 
testifies that here the discourse is of the new birth, and not of natural birth, 
for droxbew is synonymous with ysvvdv; but the man yeyerynuévoc é« Oeod (1 
John iii. 9; see also 1 Pet. i. 23) is not man in himself, but man born again. 
Unsatisfactorily Pott explains dzoxtew = facere, efficere, since by this the 
specific idea of the verb, that the foundation of the life of him who is born 
again lies in God, and that he is diag pboewe Kowwvde (2 Pet. i. 4), is lost. — 
juac; not us as men, nor us as Jewish Christians, but us as Christians. — The 
verse emphatically commences with SovAngeic, by which is expressed not a 
contrast to the merit of human works (Bede: non nostris, sed beneficio suae 
voluntatis ; similarly Calvin, Hornejus, Grotius, etc.), nor to ‘the Jewish 
claims of righteousness” (Lange), but it is designed prominently to bring 
forward the thought that the new birth rests on the divine will, — the work 
is that which God has peculiarly willed. But if this be the case, how can 


1 Demosthenes, De Cor., p. 318, 18: ei d’odv 3 Theile: Deus, luminum pater, etiam 
éort kai map’ éol Tis Eumerpra TOLAVTN. parens est generationis nostrae. De Wette: 
2 Lange strangely designates the new birth In place of all good gifts, the gracious gift of 
as the effect of the Sépyua réAcvoy which came _ the Christian salvation is likewise mentioned 


down from heaven, as a proof that God can be no tempter. 
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meipatecdat proceed from Him? Without sufficient reason, Bengel, Kern, 
Schneckenburger, Wiesinger, and others put the additional idea of Jove in 
Bovinbeic. — Adyw dAndciac]. The instrument of droxvjoa is the Aoyoc dAnbeiac, 
that is, the gospel,? which is so called because ‘dAjeia in its entire reality 
is inherent in it” (Harless on Eph. i. 13). The words: éi¢ 76 eivac quae dxapyqv 
tia Tov abrod ktiouatwr, express the aim of this new birth, by which is not 
indicated what Christians, as those who are born of God, ought to become, 
but what they are, according to the intention of God.? By za added to 
arapyav the mode of expression is indicated as figurative; for, as Calvin 
correctly remarks, zwa similitudinis est nota, nos quodammodo esse primitias 
(so also Gebser, Hottinger, Kern, Wiesinger, and others). Also Bengel 
recognizes this, but he puts therein a false reference, observing: QUAEDAM 
habet MODESTIAM, nam primiliae proprie et absolute est Christus. Still more 
incorrect is it, with Lange, to explain rwa, that James considered the angels 
of God as a different kind of first-fruits of creation. Laurentius correctly 
says: dnapy7 allusio est ad ritum legalem in Vetumn Testamentum de consecra- 
tione primogenitorum, frugum, jumentorum et hominum (so also Calvin, 
Hornejus, Wiesinger, and others ; unsatisfactorily De Wette: “‘ chosen and 
holy”). The word has here, as everywhere in the O. T., and predominantly 
among the classics, a religious signification, namely, “ the first-fruits dedicated 
to God ;”’ so that James by this expression indicates Christians, as a fruit 
dedicated to the service of God. But jude emphatically repeated shows that 
James does not here state the nature of Christians generally, but what the 
position is which he and those Christians occupy who, according to Rom. 
viii. 23, possess r7v dmapyyv tod mvebuatoc (see Meyer in loco). They are a 
kind of first-fruits of God’s creatures, because they, as being born of God, 
are dedicated to God first among all His creatures. The glorification, which 
is destined for the whole world, was first imparted to Christians then living.* 
In the N. T. dzapy7 is sometimes so used that the religious signification steps 
into the background (thus in 1 Cor. xy. 20, 23; Rom. viii. 23, xvi. 5; 1 Cor. 
xvi. 15; otherwise in Rom. xi. 16 and Rey. xiv. 5); and accordingly sey- 
eral expositors explain the expression of James as equivalent to of xpara tov 


order to indicate that the Jews should become 
what Christians already are.” This is purely 
arbitrary, as such a distinction is not indicated 
in the very slightest degree. 

4 It is, however, also possible that James by 
neds has had in view, not the distinction be- 
tween the then-existing and the later Chris- 
tians, but only the distinction between Chris- 
tians and the other creatures, since Christians 
of all ages form the arapy} tov KtTicmatwv, 
until the commencement of the world’s glori- 
fication. Lange with truth brings forward the 
idea that if Christians are amapx7%, they are 


1 Bengel: voluntate amantissima. Schneck- 
enburger: non merum volendi actum sed be- 
nignam et benigna voluntate ortam volitionem 
exprimit. The view of Oecumenius is evi- 
dently entirely perverted: rd BovAnbeis elev, 
ETLOTOMUGWY TOUS AUTOMATWS VroTTHVaL TOdSE TO 
mav Anpovdvras, 

2 Tf the want of the article should constrain 
us to translate Adyos aAnOecas, “a word of 
truth,” that is, a word whose nature is truth 
-(see Meyer on 2 Cor. vi. 7), yet by this word 
of truth here the gospel can only be under- 
stood; but it is more probable that the article 


is omitted because Adyos aAnOetas, as an idea 
definite in itself, did not require the article to 
designate it. 

5 According to Lange’s supposition, “ this 
teleological mode of expression is chosen in 


sureties for the future glorification of the 
world; but that the first believers of Israel in 
their unity are sureties for the future conver- 
sion of the nation, is an introduced idea which 
is not indicated by James. 
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xtioudtov abrod. But against this is, on the one hand, the added ra, and on 
the other hand, the existing necessity of conceiving as added to «rioudrwy an 
attribute, as véwv or xuivwv, since the expression 7a ktiouata Beod is not taken 
by itself, those who are born again, but generally, the creatures of God. It 
is still more arbitrary to take drapy as equivalent to xpdrm, in the sense 
of tyuéraror (Oecumenius; Morus: omnium creaturarum carissimi et dignis- 
simi; the favorites among His creatures), and then to refer the verse to 
the dignity of man generally, as the scholiast explains: riv épupévyv xriow 
onaiv, No TYLMTEpOY Tov dvOpwrov éJetev.1 By abrod (Lachmann and Buttmann, 
aitod; Tischendorf, éavrod), emphatically added, the creatures are indicated 
as God’s property. 

Ver. 19. To ver. 18 is annexed at first the exhortation to hear, and then 
in ver. 22 the more extended exhortation, not only to be hearers, but also 
doers of the word. By the reading éore, the connection with the preceding 
is evidently expressed, dore being with the following imperative, as in 1 Cor. 
ili. 21; Phil. ii. 12 = itaque, therefore. This reading is, however, suspicious, 
as not only predominant authorities declare for the reading iore, but also iore 
might be easily changed into core, in order to mark the thoughts in this 
verse as an inference from ver. 18. It is true the dé after éorw, conjoined 
with this reading (in B and C), appears to be harsh ; but it may be ex- 
plained from this, that the sentence éorw . . . rayde ei¢ Td dKotvcat, k.7.A., 1s intro- 
duced as being almost a proverbial expression. The reading of A: éore 6& 
. .. kal orw, appears to be a correction, in order to unite this verse more 
closely with the preceding. icte may be either indicative (comp. Heb. xii. 
17; usually oidate) or imperative; it is at all events to be referred, not to what 
goes before,? but to what follows, as otherwise rovro, or something similar, 
by which it would be referred back to ver. 18, would require to be added. 
Semler explains it as an indicative, paraphrasing it: non ignoratis istud 
carmen; Ecclus. v. 11: yivov rayde év dxpodoe. ovv, «7.4, As, however, the 
sentence in question is here expressed in different words, so it is not to be 
assumed that James would here refer to that passage in Ecclesiasticus. It 
is thus better to consider iore as an imperative, as it then corresponds to 
ph TAavaobe (ver. 16), and serves strongly to impress the following sentence 
on the readers, in favor of which also is the address ddeAooi uov dyannrot 
added here as well as there; see also chap ii. 5: dxotoare, dd. uw. dy. — The 
sentence is entirely general : let every man be swift to hear, slow to speak, slow 
to wrath. Whilst Laurentius and others consider this as a sententia generalis, 
which stands in no internal connection with the preceding, but is pressed 
upon the readers in its entire generality, most interpreters supply to doi- 
ow, from the preceding context, rdv Adyov dAndeiac; thus Estius, Gataker, 
Gomar, Piscator, Hornejus, Baumgarten, Rosenmiiller, Pott, Hottinger, 
Gebser, De Wette, Wiesinger, and others; but this is arbitrary, particularly 
as ndc dvOpwroc points to the universality of the sentence. However, the 


1 Thus Schulthess: Divino rationis et ora- 2 De Wette explains it: ‘“Ye know this, 
tionis munere, cujus ex tot animantium gene- namely, that he has regenerated us; ”’ but this, 
ribus atgue naturis homo solus est particeps, as he himself confesses, gives a wholly unsat- 


principatum dignitatis ei datum cernimus. isfactury sense. 
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intention of James is not to inculcate it on his readers in its general sense, 
but he wishes rather that they, as Christians, should apply it to their Chris- 
tian conduct; so that for them dodo certainly refers to Adyo¢ rie dAnOsiac 
(Heisen, Schneckenburger, Theile). uov is therefore not to be supplied to 
mac dvopwroc, still we may say with Semler: pertinet ad Christianos, quatenus 
sunt Christiani; but the expression is, as part of the general sentence, like- 
wise to be retained in its general meaning; but what holds good of all men, 
in a peculiar manner holds good of Christians. — The ideas rayi¢ and Bpadic, 
in the N. T. only here (in Luke xxiv. 25, Bpadic has a different meaning), 
form a direct contrast.2. By Bpadde ei¢ opynv added to the second clause, James 
announces what kind of speaking he means, namely, speaking é dpyjc¢.2 But 
from ver. 20 it is evident that, by éoy7 — which, as Cremer correctly remarks, 
denotes not the passive affection, but active displeasure directed toward any 
one — is to be understood sinful and passionate zeal. {padic is to be taken 
in both clauses in the same sense, which —as is often the case with expres- 
sions in figurative language — goes beyond the literal and direct idea of the 
word, as Hornejus correctly explains it in reference to the second clause: ita 
jubet tardos ad iram esse, ut ab eo nos prorsus retrahat. Several expositors 
refer both clauses, others at least the second chiefly or alone, to the conduct 
toward God, with or without an express reference to ver. 13.4 But this is 
incorrect; the dpy7 to which James alludes is rather carnal zeal, which will 
censure its neighbor, whose fruit is not eip#vy, but dkatacracia (chap. iii. 16). 
The warning is addressed to those Christians who misuse the gospel (the 
Adyoc dAndeiac) as the Pharisees did the law, not for their own sanctification, 
but for the gratification of their censoriousness and quarrelsome temper; 
see chap. iii. Although James with this exhortation has specially in view 
the conduct of Christians in their assemblies, yet AcdAjoas must not be re- 
stricted to the idea of mere teaching (Bede, Hornejus, Hottinger, De Wette, 
Briickner, and others). AaAjoa is a more comprehensive term than diddéoxeww 
which is included in it. 

Ver. 20 gives the reason of the exhortation Spadde eic dpyhv: For the wrath 
of man works not the righteousness of God. The preponderance of authorities 


1 Schneckenburger : quamvis de sensu dubi- 
tari nequeat, nempe de addiscendo Adyw adn- 
Qeias caveas tamen vocem hance Adyov putes 
grammatice subaudiendam; sed Jacobus regu- 
Jam istam generalum... ita hie subnectit, 
uteam ad rem christianam imprimis valere 
moneat. 

2 As in Philo, De con/. ling., p.327 B: Bpa- 
Sis wpedjaat, Taxds BAadar (see Dio O., 32). 

8 The circumstance is in favor of this close 
connection of these two last clauses, that if 
Aadjoat is here taken in a wider sense (as 
Gunkel thinks), then a different signification 
must be given to Bpadvs in the two clauses, as 
opy7 here, as the following verse shows, must 
be taken in a bad sense. Lange thinks that 
James does not absolutely reject opyy; but 
whilst he understands by opy7 eagerness of 


passion to which one is led from eagerness in 
speaking by warmth, he evidently understands 
this as something to be entirely rejected. Ac- 
cording to Bouman, the anger here is meant to 
which one is inflamed by the AaAciv of another. 
4 On Bpasd. eis 7d Aad., Bengel remarks: ut 
nil loquatur contra Deum, nec sinistre de Deo; 
and on opyy: ira sive impatientia erga Deum, 
iracundia erga proximum. Gebser explains 
opyy = anger, displeasure at God on account of 
the persecutions. Calvin also has this refer- 
ence in view when he says: certe nemo unquam 
bonus erit Dei discipulus nisi qui silendo eum 
audiat; . . . non enim Deus nisi sedato animo 
audiri potest, as is evident from the note: 
(Jacobus) vult proterviam nostram corripere, 
ne... intempestive obstrepamus Deo. 
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decides against the reading xarepyatera, and in favor of épyétera. From the 
fact that dccaocivyy is twice in the N. T., namely Acts x. 35 and Heb. xi. 83, 
joined with the simple verb, it does not follow that épya¢era: is a later correc- 
tion (against De Wette, Wiesinger), especially as karepydtecda is also found 
united with abstract substantives, as in Rom. i. 27 with rp doyquocbvyy, in 
Rom. ii. 9 with 7d xaxév, and in Rom. vii. 18 with 7d cadév. With the read- 
ing épydfera, —and also with xarepydera, when this latter, as is frequently 
the case (see especially Rom. ii. 9, 10), is synonymous with the former, — 
dtxacootvn is equivalent to 72 dixawoy, as is frequently the case in the O. and 
N. T.; see Acts x. 35 above referred to, and the frequently occurring phrase: 
noeiv THY Sikaloovvnr, Gen. xvill. 19; Isa. lvi. 1; Matt. vi. 1; 1 John ii. 29, iii. 
7,10; Rev. xxii. 11. cod is added in contrast to dvdpdc for the sake of a 
more exact statement, so that dicatoobvn Ocod is the righteousness willed by God 
(similar to 7d dixaiov évémiov tod Pod, Acts iv. 19; Luther: “The wrath of 
man works not that which is right before God’); so Beza, Hornejus, Wolf, 
Bengel, De Wette, Bouman, and others, correctly explain it. The opposite 
Of dixaoobyyy Ocod épydlecba 18 duapriav épyatecda, chap. ii. 9 (comp. Mati. 
vil. 1: épyat. tH dvopiay; 1 Mace. ix. 23: épyag. rH dduciav ; also comp. Rom. 
ii. 10: épyag. rd dyadév; Gal. vi. 10). James was the more constrained to 
give prominence to this idea, as dpyf itself and the words flowing from it 
were considered by the pharisaical disposition of Christians, against whom 
this warning is directed, and of whom it was said: ¢jAov God Eyovaww, GAN’ ob 
kar’ éxiyvwow, Rom. x. 2, as something that was pleasing to God. With the 
reading xarepydé¢era this verb may also be equivalent to effect, to bring 
about (as ver. 3). Gebser, Grashof, and others understand, in accordance 
with this view, by dsxaocivy Ocov: “the condition of justification before 
God;” but, on the one hand, an unsuitable thought is expressed by this, 
and, on the other hand, a mode of expressing the idea d:xaiocbvn Tod Ocod, 
peculiar to Paul, is without ceremony ascribed to James. But as little is it 
to be justified when Wiesinger, following Hofmann (Schriftbew. i., ed. 1, 
p. 548 f.), finds expressed in the words of Jaines, that “one by wrathful 
zeal effects not on others the uc. Oecd, i.e., that state of righteousness in 
which God begets men by His word of truth.” Though dicascoobvyn Ocod can 
denote the righteousness wrought by God, yet this idea is here unsuitable, 
since no man could entertain the opinion that his wrath cvuld do what 
can only be effected by God. Also in this case James would only emphasize 
an impossibility of opy7, whereas he was required to bring prominently for- 
ward its rejection; moreover, on others is inserted into the text. The same 


1 It is true the expression Stkacogvvn Oeov thought, in the explanation given in the first 
occurs not elsewhere in this sense; but this can edition. When he defines the distinction in 
be the less an objection to it, as the relation in the use of the idea duxavocvvy @eod, in Rom. i. 
which the genitive @cod is placed to dtcavoovvy 17 and here, to consist in this, that Paul speaks 
is not entirely opposed to the genitive of rela- of justification, James of regeneration, the 


tion, as is evident if we designate the duc. @. untenableness of his explanation is the more 
as that Sucavocvvy which is actually so accord- evident, for that opyyj produces regeneration 
ing to the determination of God. could occur to no one. 

2 In the second edition (p. 628), Hofmann 3 Contrary to the biblical use of language, 


has indeed altered the words, but not the Oecumenius explains the expression é.cavoovvyn 
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reasons are also decisive against the explanation of Briickner (“the wrath 
of man works not the righteousness which God accomplishes —this generally 
stated both in respect to the dv#p and in respect to others on whom one 
strives to work”), in which a twofold reference is arbitrarily assumed. 
Briickner correctly rejects the explanation of Lange, that James speaks 
against “the delusion of wrath, which imagines to administer and accom- 
plish in the world the righteousness of God especially against unbelievers,” 
because there is no reference to this in the context; it is, moreover, linguis- 
tically unmaintainable, as épyateofar does not mean “to administer and 
accomplish.” — dvdpd¢ stands here as in vv. 8 and 12; it forms a contrast 
neither to the child (Thomas: tra fortis et deliberate non dicit pueri, qui cito 
transit), nor to the woman (Bengel: sexus virilis maxime tram alit), nor to 
Gv0pwnoc, ver. 19 (Lange). 

Ver. 21. James infers (06) from the thought in ver. 20 the exhortation 
év mpaiitnre d&aobe Tov EudvTov Adyov, With evident reference to drexinoev jude Aoyo 
dAndeiac (ver. 18). He places before this exhortation the participial clause: 
Grobéuevor . . . Kaxiac; laying aside all filthiness and abundance of wickedness, 
i.e., all filthy and abundantly prevalent wickedness. The word purapia (am. Aey- 
in the N. T.) is here figurative (synonymous with dxafapoia in Rom. vi. 19 
and other places), as purapéc and purapetw, Rev. xxii. 11 (¢urapdc occurs in its 
literal sense in chap. 11. 2: fémo¢ in 1 Pet.ii1.21). Several interpreters (Cal- 
vin, Rosenmiller, Baumgarten, Hornejus, Bouman, Lange, and others) take 
it here as standing alone, equivalent to moral uncleanness (see 2 Cor. vii. 1: 
mae worvopde capKd¢ kal nvebwaroc), either generally “every immoral disposition,” 
or specifically as avaritia (Storr), or scortatio (Laurentius), or vitia intempe- 
rantiae, gulae et lasciviae (Heisen), or “filth in a religious theocratical sense” 
(Lange); but it is better to join purapiay with xaxiac (Theile, De Wette, 
Wiesinger, and others), so that the ethical judgment of the author on the 
xaxia is thereby expressed (comp. Acts xv. 20; Rev. xvii. 4), equivalent to 
néoav Kaxiav purapdy, or less exactly puraivovoay rdv dvOpwrov (Schol. on Matt.); 
only the idea is more strongly brought forward by the substantive than by 
the adjective. The word zepicoeia, united to purapiav by the copulative xai 
(not, as Schneckenburger thinks, exegetical; in the cited passages, Johni. 16 
and 1 Cor. iii. 5, the position of «ai is entirely different), foreign to classical 
Greek, has in the N. T. the signification abundance ; properly, “ abundance- 
flowing over the measure,” which Lange incorrectly renders “ outflow, com- 
munication of life;” see Rom. v. 17; 2 Cor. viii. 2, x. 15. Nevertheless, 
the word has been here taken in a meaning corresponding to fumapia, and 
has been explained as = repicowua excrementum (Beza, Piscator, Erasmus, 
Schmid, and others), or also growth (Lésner, Pott, Hottinger, Kern, Schnecken- 
burger, De Wette). But both meanings are arbitrary. The defenders of 
the second explanation indeed appeal to the passage in Philo, De Vict. Off. 


as equivalent to fis év Wuxf Kar’ agiay éxaorm — probatur.— Several commentators (also Kern) 
amoveuntiky. Pott, wholly arbitrarily, refers to this verse cite Ecclus. i. 21: od Suvycetar 
the verse to the teachers of the Christian reli-  @vjrds adikos SuxarwOAvar; but incorrectly, since 
gian, paraphrasing it: Iratus nequit docere  d.xarw@jvar has an entirely different meaning 
religionem christianum prout fas est Deoque from katepydgecOar Suxarvogvvnv @eod. 


CHAP. I. 21. 63 


p- 854 B: mepiréuvecte . . . rae mepirrdc dboee (fortasse éudicerc, De Wette) rod 
wyeuovixod; but from this passage it does not follow that mepioceia can 
be explained de ramis in vite vel arbore abundantibus falceque resecandis 
(Losner). It is equally unjustifiable when Kiittner, Michaelis, Augusti, 
Gebser, Bouman, and others explain mepioceia xaxiac as “«axia surviving from 
earlier times,” and thus take mepuooeia as synonymous with mepicoevua (Mark 
viii. 8). Against all these arbitrary views, Theile, Wiesinger, Briickner, cor- 
rectly retain the word in the same sense which it has elsewhere in the N. T., 
so that xepiooeia xaxiac is the abundance of xaxia, i.e., the abundantly existing 
kaxia; only éy tiv is hardly to be supplied as if James had only his readers 
specially in view (Theile: quod lectoribus peculiare erat). —kaxia is not here 
synonymous with zovnpia (1 Cor. v. 8) = vitiositas (Semler, Theile, and others), 
but according to the context, in contrast with év mpairnr, as in Eph. iv. 81, 
Col. iii. 8, Tit. iii. 38, 1 Pet. ii. 1, a more special idea, namely, the hostile 
disposition toward our neighbor which we call malignity (Cremer: malevo- 
lence, as social faultiness). Wiesinger inaccurately takes it as equivalent 
to dpyf, as that is only one cf the proofs of «akia; incorrectly, Rosenmiiller = 
morositas.1 On drodéuevor, comp. Eph. iv. 25; 1 Pet. ii. 1; Heb. xii. 1.2 
The participle precedes as a subordinate thought to dézac#e, because in con- 
sequence of man’s sinful nature room only can be made for the good by the 
rejection of the bad. Also, where similar sentences are co-ordinate, the ex- 
hortation to druridecda precedes; comp. Rom. xiii. 12, Eph. iv. 22, 23, and 
also the exhortation of Christ: weravoeite cat miorevere, Mark i. 15.—In the 
positive exhortation: év mpairyte deEaobe tov EuduTov 26yov], év npabryte emphati- 
cally precedes, in contrast to the xaxia from which flows dpy7.  xpatrye 
(= mpadryc) denotes a loving, gentle disposition toward our neighbor; comp. 
1 Cor. iv. 21,2 Tim. ii. 25, Tit. iii. 2, and other passages; the opposite is 
_ dpyaornc (Pape’s Gr. Worterb.); incorrectly, Calvin: Hoc verbo significat mo- 
destiam et facilitatem mentis ad discendum compositae. éy xpaitnte does not 
therefore mean docili animo (Grotius, Rosenmiiller, Hottinger), nor “with a 
modest disposition, which recognizes the good deeds of Christianity ” (Geb- 
ser). Also év xp. dé€acbe is not a pregnant construction, as if the sense were: 
monet... illo Adyw duce npairnta exerceant (Schneckenburger); but James 
exhorts to the reception of the word év xpatryr, in contrast to those who hear 
the word in order to use it as a weapon of hatred (condemning others).— 
déEace (opp. to Aadjoa, ver. 19) corresponds to d«odca, but expresses 
more than that, namely, “the inner reception, the taking hold of it with 
the heart;” comp. 1 Thess. i. 6. The object belonging to it: rov Adyov 
éugvrov, can only be the same as what was called the Adyor dAnéciag in 


1 Meyer’s translation: malice (Rom. i. 29), 2 To the assertion of Lange, that amoémevor 
malicious disposition (Col. iii. 8), would also is not to be rendered putting off, because the 
not be entirely suitable, but too special. How reference is not figuratively to the putting off 
Luther has understood the idea, cannot be of filthy garments, but removing ; the passages 
determined from his translation wickedness Rom. xiii. 12 (a7o00dpeba. . . evdvodpmeda) and 
(Bosheit); since he thus constantly renders Eph. iv. 22, 24, and the etymology of the word, 
«axia, it may be taken in a general or in a are opposed. 
special sense; the word ‘“‘ badness ’’ (Schlechtig- 
keit) does not occur with him, 
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ver. 18 (Wiesinger); it is neither “the reason innate in man,”? nor the 
so-called inner light of the mystics, nor the gospel “in its subjective 
form of life” (Lange). The verb déyec#a: is opposed to these explana- 
tions. James designates the gospel a Aoyov éudvtov, inasmuch as it was 
no longer strange to the hearts of his readers as Christians; also be- 
cause it was not merely transmitted (Hottinger: gudvtoc = traditus), but 
implanted.2 The verb dégac#e does not conflict with this, as the word 
by which the new birth is effected among Christians is to them ever 
proclaimed anew, and must by them be ever received anew, in order that 
the new life may be preserved and increased in them. It is therefore not 
necessary, against the use of language, to change the idea: verbum quod 
implantatum or insertum est, into verbum quod implantatur or inseritur, or to 
assume here a prolepsis, as is undoubtedly the case in 1 Cor. i. 8, Phil. ili. 21 
(see Meyer in loco), and 1 Thess. iii. 13 (Liinemann in loco), and with Calvin 
to explain it: ita suscipite ut vere inseratur (similarly Semler, De Wette,? and 
others). The mode in which the adjective is united with the substantive is 
opposed to a prolepsis, which would be only imaginable were it said: rév 
Aoyov éudvtoy taic Kapdiac tudv, or something similar. — For the strengthening 
of the exhortation expressed, James annexes to rdv éudutov Adyov the clause 
Tov duvauevov cHoat Tae Wuxdc tudv, by which, on the one hand, the value of the 
Aoyoc is prominently brought forward, and, on the other hand, is indicated 
what result ought to arise from the hearing of the word. By the verb duva- 
uevov, not the freedom of the human will (Serrarius: quod potest salvare, ut 
arbitrii libertas indicetur), but the power of the word, is emphasized; it is, as 
Paul says, dévayuc Ocov cic owtnpiay mavte TH mioTebovre (Rom. i. 16). But if it 
has this power, man must receive it, and that in a right manner, so that 
it may prove its efficacy in him and save his soul. It is to be observed 
that James says this of his readers, whom he had previously designated as 
born again (ver. 18). Thus, according to James, Christians by the new 
birth do not as yet possess owrnpia (the future salvation), but its obtainment 
is conditioned by their conduct. — Instead of ra¢ puydc iver, James might 
simply have written dude, but Schneckenburger correctly warns: Cave pro 
mera sumas circumscriptione personalis; animi enim proprie res agitur; see 
chap. v. 20. 

Ver. 22. The exhortations given in ver. 19 form the starting-point for 
what follows. The next section, to the end of chap. ii., is attached to the 


1 Oecumenius: Tov Svaxpurcedv Tod BeATiovos 
Kal TOU xelpovos’ Ka’ 6 Kat AoyLKOL EqmEeV Kal, 
AeyoueOa; see Constit. Apost., viii. 12: vdnov 
dédwas Eucbutov. 

2 Lange incorrectly explains the év div to 
be supplied to éupurov “in and among you,” 
referring it to the Jewish Christians and the 
Jews. : 

3 De Wette expresses himself doubtfully: 
* Hither the adjective is used proleptically, or, 
which I prefer, it is the word implanted by the 
second birth; but by this also, on account of 
SefacGc, a prolepsis occurs, ‘receive the word 


of truth, that it may grow in you by that new 
birth.’ ’? But opposed to this, it is to be ob- 
served that the word is not implanted by the 
second birth, but that the second birth is the 
fruit of the implanted word. In conclusion 
De Wette remarks: ‘It must be taken rather 
as a reference to the whole of Christendom 
than to individuals: the word implanted in us 
Christians.” But the individual is only a 
member of the Church by having the word of 
God implanted in him. Briickner has given 
the correct explanation. 


CHAP. I. 23. 65 


thought rayde ei¢ 1d dxodoa, Which is continued in déacbe Tov Euputov Adyov. 
The word must be so heard and received that it produces a corresponding 
activity. James first expresses this thought briefly and definitely: “Be ye 
doers of the word, and not hearers only, deceiving your own selves.” The 
verb yiveode is neither intended to express the successionem perpetuam horum 
exercitiorum (Semler), nor to indicate that hitherto the readers had not been 
moira Adyov; this indication is contained in the whole exhortation, but not 
in the verb, which is to be translated not by become, but by be; comp. chap. 
iii. 1; Matt. vi. 16, x. 16, xxiv. 44; John xx. 27; Rom. xii. 16.1. The par- 
ticle dé unites this verse with the preceding as its completion. The readers 
ought to be rourai Adyov, namely, of the Adyog Eudutoc (ver. 21), or of the Adyor 
dAndeiac (ver. 18), the gospel, inasmuch as it requires a definite Christian con- 
duct, and on this account in ver. 25 is expressly called a véyoc. On mornrai, 
comp. Jas. iv. 11; 1 Mace. ii. 67; Rom. ii. 18 (John vii. 19: roueiv rdv vduor); 
in the classical language, 6 rori¢ véuov is the lawgiver. Theile correctly 
observes: Substantiva plus sonant quam participia; the substantive expresses 
the enduring relation. —In the reading pi dxpoaral udvov, uovov is closely united 
with dxpoarai: not such who are only hearers. The word dxpoarfe, in classical 
Greek “an attentive hearer,” occurs in the N. T. only here and in Rom. 
ii. 13, but both times without that additional meaning. On the thought, 
comp. besides Rom. ii. 18 (where the same contrast is expressed), Matt. 
vii. 21 ff.; Luke xi. 28; John xiii. 17. — raparoyitduevor belongs to the sub- 
ject contained in yiveote (De Wette, Wiesinger), deceiving your own selves, 
and not as a more exact definition of dxpoarai, “hearers who deceive them- 
selves ” (Stolz, Gebser, Schneckenburger, Lange). The import of the word 
(besides here in the N. T. only in Col. ii. 4,in the O. T. Gen. xxix. 25, 
LXX.; synonymous expressions are found in ver. 26; Gal. vi. 3; 1 John 
i. 8) is to draw false inferences, to deceive by sophistical reasoning. ‘The warn- 
ing is directed against such who deceive themselves by sophisms on the 
utility of mere hearing. 
Ver. 23. This exhortation is confirmed bya comparison. Therefore: ér, 
which is not superfluous (Pott). This verse expresses the similitude; ver. 24 
the tertium comparationis. A hearer, who is not a doer, is to be compared to 
a man who contemplates his bodily form in a glass. Hornejus, Rosenmiiller, 
Semler, Pott, and others attach to the word xaravoeiy the additional meaning 
of a transitory observation, against the etymology and the linguistic use 
of the word (comp. Luke xii. 24, 37; Acts vii. 31, 32, xi. 6). The point of 
transitoriness, or, more correctly, of transitory contemplation, is contained 
not in the verb, but in the situation, which in ver. 24 is prominently brought 
forward by xat ameAfavdev. On the rhetorical usage of again resuming the 
foregoing subject (which is here expressed by ¢ tu, «.7.4.) by odroc, see 
Winer, p. 144 (EZ. T., 160); A. Buttmann, p. 262 (E. T., 347); on douxe, 


1 Meyer certainly explains the imperative usage, to consider yivov as equivalent to io, 


yivov, y.veode, uniformly by ‘become thou,” is explained from the fact that the Christian 
‘become ye;”’ but this meaning is frequently must yet ever more become that which he as a 
retained in a manner more or less forced; Christian is. 


comp. especially John xx. 27. The N. T. 
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see ver. 6; dvdpi, as in ver. 8, and frequently with James.1— 1d mpéownov rig 
yevéoewe adrod. By rpécwnov is here meant not the whole form (Baumgarten, 
Hensler, Pott, Schneckenburger), but the face. By ric yevécewe is “ more 
plainly indicated the sphere of mere material perception, from which the 
comparison is taken, as distinguished from the ethical sphere of dxpodopa:” 
(Wiesinger). yéveow denotes not so much the natural life as the natural 
birth, so that the phrase is to be interpreted: the countenance which one pos- 
sesses by his natural birth. See Eustathius in Od., ix. p. 663, 25.2 Whether 
abrod belongs to the whole idea, or only to the genitive, is uncertain. Winer, 
p- 212, leaves it undecided; Wiesinger is for the first’ rendering; but the 
union here (as well as:in Col. i. 13) with the genitive appears to be more 
natural. 

Ver. 24. With this verse begins the explanation of the image given in 
ver. 25 (therefore yap), whilst xatavoeiv 7 mpdownov Tt. yev. abvtod is again 
resumed by xatevinoev éavtév. By ameApavdev the point of the mere transitori- 
ness of the contemplation in the glass only before presupposed is brought 
forward, and by émeAdéero the result of such a contemplation is added, by 
which the points of application, which James employs, are brought out. 
The emphasis lies on dmeAyAvdev and eb0éwe éreAdbero. The form of represen- 
tation is here the same as in ver. 11. It is not a particular instance which 
may occur (Wiesinger), but a general statement which is here introduced in 
the form of a single incident, as the contemplating one’s self in the glass is 
always only a temporary and not a permanent state. The hearing of the 
word answers to xaravoeiv; the averting of the mind from what is heard, to 
énépxeovar; and the being unconcerned about what is heard, by which the 
realization of the word in the life is prevented, to et0éwe emiAavOavecba. James 
can only think on man according to his ethical condition in relation to the 
demands of the divine will, as corresponding to mpécwmov tr. y, Or éav76v in 
the application. It is true that he does not definitely state this; but from 
this it does not follow that James, overlooking all other considerations, has 
had only in view generally the contents of the word, because the comparison 
of the word with a glass, which gives to him who looks in it to see his own 
image, would be without meaning. On the use of the perfect (ameApAvdev) 
between the aorists, see Winer, p. 243 f. (E. T., 278). —On dzoioc yr, Wie- 
singer correctly remarks, “namely, in the glass.” 

Ver. 25 does not give the simple application of the image, but rather 
describes, with reference to the foregoing image, the right hearer, and says 
of him that he is yaxdpioc év rH moujoet avtod. In this description the three 


1 The remark of Paes, approved of by Lange, 


pravity of the natural man” is chiefly to be 
is curious: virt obiter tantum solent specula 


thought on; but this is not entirely suitable, 


intueri, madliebre autem est, curiose se ad 
speculum componere. 

2 Lange argues against this explanation, 
whilst, mingling in a most confused manner 
the image employed with the thing itself, he 
explains mpdowmoy as ‘‘ the image of the inner 
man’s appearance according to his sinful con- 
dition.” 

8 According to most interpreters, ‘the de- 


as James addresses Christians who as such are 
no longer natural men. In a wholly arbitrary 
manner is the reference inserted by some in 
katevoyoev to spots which disfigure the face. 
Wolf: de tralatitia speculi inspectione loquitur 
Apostolus; talis vero efficit, ut maculas non 
perspicias atque adeo de iis abstergendis non 
cogites; similarly Pott and others. 


CHAP. I, 25. a Bi 


points named in ver. 24 are carefully observed: mapaxtnpac eic, x.7.2., anSWers 
to Kxarevonoev (év éodrtpw), Tapapsivac to ameAfAvoev, and ob UKPOaTnc émtAnopovig 
to émeddsero. ‘The sentence consists of a simple combination of subject and 
predicate ; yevduevoc is not to be resolved into the finite verb yivera: (Pott). 
The predicate commences, after the subject is summed up, in odtoc with 
paxapioc. — This is also the case with the textus receptus, where a oito¢ is put 
before ob« dxpoarqc; for, since with this reading the first odroc is simply re- 
sumed by the second odro¢ (before paxdpuc), equivalent to hic, inquam, the 
words ov« dxpoatye . . . Epyov only serve to give a more exact designation of 
the subject, mapaxiwac .. . Kai mapayeivac being thus more clearly defined. 
Thus these words begin not the apodosis or principal sentence, as if James 
would here, in contrast to ver. 24, show that the right hearing and appropria- 
tion leads to the doing, (and thereby) to the blessedness of doing (against 
Wiesinger). Were this his object, he would have been obliged to put the 
finite verb instead of the participle yevoyevoc, and a xai after gvyov. The 
subject is accordingly: but whosoever looks into the perfect law of liberty and 
continueth therein, being not a forgetful hearer, but a doer of the work, this man. 
— The aorist participles are explained from the close connection of this 
verse with the preceding, where the same tense was used. There is no copu- 
lative xai before the participial clause ob« dkpoarie, x.7.A., because the doing of 
the law is the necessary consequence of the continued looking into it, and it 
would otherwise have the appearance as if mapaxinrew and rapapyéverv could 
take place without roy following. The verb rapaximrew (properly, bending 
one’s self near an object in order to view it more exactly, Luke xxiv. 12; John 
xx. 5,11; 1 Pet. i. 12; Ecclus. xiv. 23, xxi. 23) refers back, indeed, to xara- 
voeiv, but is a stronger idea. James has fittingly chosen this verb as verbum 
ad imaginem speculi humi aut mensae impositi adaptatum (Schneckenburger ; see 
also Theile, Wiesinger). Luther inaccurately translates it: looketh through. 
As the accent is on mapa, the verb mapapeivac is used afterwards. By ic is 
expressed not only the direction to something, but the intensity of the look 
into the inner nature of the law. apayeivac (not continueth therein, as Luther 
translates it, but thereat) is added to rapaxipac, — without the article, because 
the two points are to be considered as most closely connected, — indicating 
the continued consideration of the vouoc, from which action necessarily 
follows. Schneckenburger incorrectly gives to the verb xapayévew here 
(appealing to Acts xiv. 22; Gal. iii. 10; Heb. viii. 9) the meaning to 
“ observe the law;” but the subject treated of here is not the observance, but 
“the appropriation which leads to action” (Wiesinger), or “the remaining 
in the yielding of one’s self to the object by contemplating it” (Lange). By 
vouoc téretoc 6 THe éAevoepiac? is meant neither the O. T. law, nor lex naturalis 
(Schulthess), but Adyoc dAybeiag (ver. 18), thus the gospel, inasmuch as it 


1 Lange agrees in essentials with this ex- doing of which James speaks, however neces- 
planation, but he thinks that by it “the full sarily the latter results from the former. 
energy of the idea is not preserved ;”’ it should 2 Kern incorrectly maintains that this ex- 
rather have been said that ‘the wapaxvivas and _— pression is formed according to the Pauliue 
mapapetvas, as such, is months Eépyou ‘yevo- phraseology: v6j0s Tod mvevmaros THs SwAs év 


pevos;”? but the looking in and continuing are Xp. Incov, Rom. viii. 2; vomos rhs miotews, 
evidently in themselves not identical withthe Rom. ili. 27; vowos Xpucrod, Gal. vi. 2; as if 
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places before the Christian — by reason of redemption — the rule of his life. 
This evangelical vézoc, indeed, resembles the O. T. véyo¢ in expressing no other 
will of God, but differs from it in that it only is the védpo¢ rig édevdepiac, the 
vouoc téAewc. It not only confronts man as enjoining, but, resting on the love 
of God, it creates the new life from which joyful obedience springs forth 
voluntarily and unconstrained ; it gives éAevdepia, which the O. T. vép0¢ was 
not able to give, and thus proves itself-as the perfect law in contrast to 
the imperfect law of the Old Covenant. It is true that even in the O. T. the 
sweetness of the law was subject of praise (Ps. xix. 8-11), but the life- 
giving power belonged to the law only in an imperfect manner, because the 
covenant on which it ‘rested was as yet only one of promise and not of fulfil- 
ment. It is accordingly incorrect to explain the additional attribute as if 
James considered the O. T. law, according to the Pauline manner, as a (vydc 
dovasiac (Gal. v. 1), for of this there is no trace.!_ Many expositors under- 
stand by voyo¢ réAetoe, «.7.2., the gospel, as the joyful message of salvation, or 
the doctrina evangelii, or simply gratia evangelii, namely, in contrast to the 
O. T. economy; which, however, corresponds neither to the language of Jamies 
nor to his mode of contemplation. — In the additional participial sentence, 
the ideas dxpoarye émiAnouovac and ronrye Epyou are opposed to each other. 
éxpoathe imAnouovag (the word, foreign to classical Greek, is in the N. T. a 
Gm. Aey.; it is found in Ecclus. xi. 27; among classical writers; émAjoun, 
émiAnouocivyn) is = dxp. émiAjouwv, a hearer to whoin forgetfulness belongs. To 
noth, épyov is. attached in order to make still more prominent the idea of 
activity, which indeed is already contained in ror. The singular does not 
properly stand for the plural (Grotius: effector eorum operum, quae evangelica 
lex exigit), but “is designed to import that it here results in something, in 
the doing of work” (Wiesinger). Those ideas, which appear not to corre- 
spond, yet form a true antithesis, since the law is inoperative on the forgetful 
hearer, but incites him who is an attentive hearer to a corresponding activity 
of life. James says of him who is thus described: he (ottoc) is blessed in his 
deed. roinow in N. T. Gm. Acy., in Ecclus. xix. 20: moinow vouov. The prepo- 
sition év is not to be exchanged with dud, for by év the internal connection of 
doing and blessedness is marked; Briickner: ‘‘the blessing innate in such 
doing is meant.” éora is therefore not to be referred to the future life; but 
it is by it announced what is even here directly connected with the zotyoic; 
James, however, certainly considered this paxapirg¢ as permanent. The 
thought here expressed refers to the last words of ver. 21, completing them, 
showing that the Adyog has the effect there stated (caoa rac verde) 1 in him 
who so embraces it that it leads him to zoinoic.2 


James must have borrowed the designation of 
what was to him the cardinal point of Christian 
life from another, and could not himself ori- 
ginate it. 

1 It is to be observed that even in the so- 
called apostolic council at Jerusalem James 
did not, as Peter, call the law a guyds. 

2 Laurentius adds to the last words of the 
verse: ‘Sc. non ex merito ipsius operis, sed 


ex promissione gratuita; ” but this isa caution 
foreign to the context. Lange inappropriately 
intermingles ideas when he reckons to this 
moinots particularly confession, and thinks that 
James above all things indicated that the Jews 
should confess Christ, and that the Jewish 
Christians should fully acknowledge their 
Christian brethren from the Gentiles. 


CHAP. I. 26, 27. 69 


Ver. 26. Whilst James — in contrast to the hearers who fail in proof by 
works — will describe the true épyoxeia (ver. 27), he first refers to the false 
dpnoxeia of those who —slothful in action —are rayeic eic 7d Aadjou (ver. 19). 
If any one thinks to serve God, not bridling his tongue, but deceiving his heart, his 
worship is vain. — ei tic doxet]. doxei here denotes (as in Matt. vi. 7, xxiv. 44; 
1 Cor. iii. 18; otherwise in 1 Cor. vii. 40) the false opinion which one has of 
something; it is not = videtur (Calvin, Gataker, Theile, and others) ; Luther 
correctly translates: “if any one imagines.” — Opyoxo¢ eivac]. épyoxoc, Which 
elsewhere occurs neither in the N. T. nor in the classics (the substantive be- 
sides here and in ver. 27, in the N. T. in Col. ii. 18 and Acts xxvi. 5), is not 
equivalent to evoé3ea, inasmuch as it refers to external worship, the manifes- 
tation of eicé8ea, without, however, having in itself the secondary idea of 
mere externality. Incorrectly Theile = religiosus singulatim cujus nimia, 
nimis externa est religio, superstitiosus. In an arbitrary manner Schnecken- 
burger infers from the adjectives xa@apa xa? duiavtoc (ver. 27) that it is here 
said of dpnoxeia, quam in accurata lustrationem observatione constantem puta- 
bant Judaei ac Judaeochristiani,’ of which there is no trace in the whole 
Epistle. The following words: py yatwaywyev ty yAdooay abrod, indicate in 
what the épnoxeia of the readers consisted. It is incorrect, with Rosenmiiller, 
Theile, and others, to supply ezempli causa, and, as most interpreters do, to 
resolye the participle by although ; James will blame those who reckon zeal 
in speaking as a sign of Opyoxeia.2 The verb yudwaywyeiv, in the N. T. only 
in James, is also found in classical language only in the later classics; comp. 
the expression in Plato, De Legg. ii.: dyadwov Kextnuévos td ordua. — By the 
second participial sentence: diAd dnatév Kapdiav avrod, James expresses his 
judgment — already indicated by the expression pj yakivaywydv—on the 
opinion of serving God by Aadeiv év dpyp. Pott correctly: se. eo quod nimiam 
docendi licentiam et linguae extemperantiam pro vera Opnoxeia habet. The 
clause belongs not to the apodosis (Schneckenburger), but, as in form so in 
meaning, is closely connected with the preceding participle. The expres- 
sion drardy kapdiav abtot corresponds to mapadoyitesdat éavtov (ver. 22), but is 
a stronger form, although it does not indicate only the consequence resulting 
from zeal (Lange).2 Erasmus incorrectly explains drazgv by sinere aberrare. 
The apodosis, which emphatically begins with rodrov, declares that such a 
dpnoxeia is not only without fruit (Baumgarten), but without actual contents, 
is thus foolish and vain, corresponding to the thought: dpy ducatocivyv Ozod 
ov (kar)epydteras (ver. 20). 

Ver. 27. To Opnoxeia paraioc is opposed bpyoxeia xabapa Kat duiavtog napa TO 


1 Some Catholic interpreters, Salmero, Paes, appropriate antithesis to this verse. Briickner 


and others, refer the expression to the obsery- 
ance of the so-called consilia Christi, particu- 
larly to voluntary circumcision for the sake of 
the kingdom of heaven. 

2 Rauch also thinks. that ‘the participles 
must certainly be resolved by although ;?’ but 
by this explanation all indication is wanting 
of that on which those blamed by James rest 
@pyoxeia; also what follows (ver. 27), where 
the nature of true @pyoxeia is given, forms no 


explains it: ‘* Whosoever seeks worship in 
striving by teaching to work on others; ’’ here 
the participle is correctly resolved, but the full 
meaning is not given to the verb. Correctly, 
Lange: “Those who, by their fanatical zeal, 
wanted to make good their pretensions of being 
the true soldiers of God.” 

8 Comp. Test. Napht., III. p. 665: py orov- 
Sddere . . . €v Adyous KEVOIs amaTgv Tas WuxXas 


UM@V. 
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Oc]. Kabaps¢ and duiavtog are Synonymous expressions (Pott, Theile, and 
others); the second word does not add any new idea to the first. Some 
expositors (Baumgarten, Bengel, Knapp, Wiesinger) arbitrarily refer the 
first word to what is internal, and the second to what is external. The 
second word duiavroc (which occurs only here and in Heb. vii. 26, xiii. 4; 1 
Pet. i. 4), corresponding to its connection with puaivw, wdoua, brings more 
vividly forward purity as a being free from that by which the holy is defiled. 
The purity of true épysxeia is, by the words mapa 76 O&@, «.7.2., marked as 
absolute. apd, in the judgment of, equivalent. to évémov, as in 1 Pet. ii. 20; 
comp. Winer, p. 852 (KE. T., 395) ; Schirlitz, p. 340. That by this “the 
attitude of a servant before the face of the commanding lord” (Lange) is 
indicated, is a pure fiction. To 7 Oe is emphatically added «at razpi, by 
which the relation of God, which the author has chiefly in view, is expressed : 
that of love. Ged, by reason of His love, can only esteem that worship as 
pure which is the expression of love. The contents of pure worship is given 
in the following infinitive clauses, according to its positive and negative side; 
still James evidently does not intend to give an exhaustive definition, but 
he merely brings forward — in reference to the wants of his readers — two 
chief points. Hermas, I. 2, Mand. 8, gives a description of these two sides 
of worship, comprehending as much as possible all particulars. The first 
point is: the visiting of the widows and the fatherless in their affliction, as a 
manifestation of compassionate love. If it is said that the particular here 
stands for the universal (the species pro genere, Hottinger, Theile, and 
others); yet it is to be observed that elsewhere in the Holy Scriptures com- 
passion is adduced as the most direct proof of love. The verb émoxénrectat 
here, as in Matt. xxv. 36, 48, Jer. xxiii. 2, Zech. xi. 16, Ecclus. vii. 35, 
refers to the visiting of the suffering, in order to help them. By the expla- 
nation: “to be careful of them” (Lange), the view of a concrete instance 
is introduced ; dp¢avei are placed first, in close connection with rarpi,! as God 
in Ps. lxviii. 6 is expressly called 6 rarjp rav dppavav; see also Ecclus. iv. 10: 
yivov époavoig dc matyp.— The words év rq bAipe abrov are not an idle addition, ~ 
but mark the condition in which the orphans and widows are found, to show 
the necessity and object of émoxérrecéa. — In the second infinitive clause, 
which is added with rhetorical emphasis, dovvderac,? to the first, domAoyv stands 
first as the chief idea. The same expression is in 1 Tim. vi. 14; 2 Pet. iii. 
14 (in its proper sense, 1 Pet. i. 19). The addition dd rod xécyov, more ex- 
actly defining donAov rypeiv, is neither dependent merely on rypeiv (Ps. xii. 
8, cxli. 9) nor merely on domAov, but on the combined idea. The sense is: 
to preserve himself from the world (azé = éx, John xvii. 15; comp. also the 
form mposéyew and, Matt. xvi. 12), so that he is not polluted by it (so also 
Lange). By xéouog not merely earthly things, so far as they tempt to sin 


1 The combination dppavoi cat yjpacis found 
only here inthe N. T.; it often occurs in the 


etc., as keeping one’s self unspotted from the 
world, being in contradiction with the peculiar 


O.T.and Apocrypha, where sometimes dphavod 
and sometimes xjpac are named first. 

* The asyndeton is thus explained, that 
James considered the visiting of the orphans, 


charms of the world. Lange observes: ‘* The 
two clauses are not simply co-ordinate, but 
the second is the reverse side or sequence of 
the first, its pure antithesis.” 
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(Schneckenburger), nor merely sinful lusts (Hottinger), nor dquédn¢ xa? oupde- 
Toc dxAoc, 6 KaTa TAG EntOvuiag THe andre abrod POepduevoc (Oecumenius; according 
to Laurentius and others, the homines mundani atque impii), are to be under- 
stood; but the idea xécuoc comprehends all these together ; it denotes the 
whole earthly creation, so far as it is cut off from fellowship with God and 
stands under the dominion of dpywv rob xéouou (1 John v. 19), thus especially 
the men who serve it in and with their sinful lusts; but, also, all earthly 
possessions by which sinful lust is excited, and to which it not only conforms 
itself, but converts them into the instruments of its activity. — Christians 
by means of their divine birth, effected by the word of truth (ver. 18), are 
indeed taken out of the xéoyoc, they. are no longer members of it; but on 
the other hand, both by the sin which is still in them (chap. iii. 2), and by 
their external intercourse, they stand in connection with the world, on which 
account they have to preserve themselves from its contaminating influence. 
This preservation, as it is a work of God (John xvii. 15), so it is likewise a 
work of man (1 Tim. v. 22), and therefore a task which believers must 
continually strive to perform. 
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CHAPTER II. 


Ver. 2. The genuineness of the article 77v before cvvaywynv (Rec., after A, 
G, K, 8, corr. Tisch.) is, since B, C, 8, pr. omit it (Lach.), at least doubtful. 
—Ver. 3. Instead of the Rec. kai émiBAépnre, after A, G, N, several vss., 
Oecumenius, Bede (Lach.), Tisch. has, after B, C, K, etc., adopted émBrépnr 
6é; which reading is the original, cannot be determined. The av7® of the Rec. 
(after G, K) is already rightly omitted by Griesb.; A; B, C, 8, etc., do not have it; 
it was inserted for the completion of the expression (against Reiche). In the 
second clause of the verse,:the Rec., after C**, G, K, 8, reads o776 éxet 7 KaGov 
éds; in A, C*, dde is wanting (Lach., Tisch.); B reads o7j6: 7 Kafov éxet, The 
latter reading is recommended by the sharper contrast of o77# to the preceding 
xabov; but it is also possible that in this lies the reason of its origin; if éxet 
belongs to o776t, de after xabov could be easily inserted, partly from the pre- 
ceding xdfov ade kaddc, partly to introduce the antithesis to éxet; but, on the 
other hand, the original ode might also be omitted as superfluous (on account of 
the following im 16 imoz.). Nothing can with certainty be decided. For the 
addition of ov before tév moddv, adopted by Lach., only A and the Vulg. chiefly 
speak. Almost all other authorities are against it.— Ver. 4. According to the 
Rec., this verse commences with kal ob diexpidnte (thus G, K, ete., Tisch. 7); in 
A, B**, C, 8, many min. and vss., «at is wanting (Lach., Tisch. 2); od is also 
wanting in the original text of B. The omission of kai may, indeed, be more 
easily explained than its insertion, on account of which Reiche and Bouman 
consider it as genuine; but the most important authorities are against it; the 
reading in B is to be considered as a correction (Buttmann). — Ver, 5. 10d 
kéouov (Tovrov) is a reading evidently explanatory (against Reiche, Bouman), 
instead of 7 xéoum, whose genuineness is, moreover, attested by A*, B, C*, 83 
the same also with the reading év rd kooww, — Ver. 10. Instead of the reading 
Typhoe . . . mTaioel, attested almost only by G, K, the conjunctives typyon .. . 
nraion are to be read, with Lach. and Tisch. (against Reiche and Bouman), — 
Ver. 11. The Ree, e/ 68 ob yoxedoete, povedaeic dé, found only in K, several min., 
Theoph., Tisch., and Lach. read the present pocyederc, govebecc; thus AFA, ONS 
according to Tisch., also B; but, according to Buttm., B has pouyedverc, goveboere, 
Reiche and Bouman retain the Rec. as the original reading. — Ver. 18. The 
Rec. dvidewe (after G, etc.) is, after A, B, K, 8, very many min., Oecumenius, 
to be changed with the certainly entirely unusual form dvéAeo¢ (Lach., Buttm., 
Tisch.). In the mode of writing this word, there is, however, great variation, 
the forms dvijAeoc, avideoc, dveideoc, avzAewc, dvfdvoc occurring in different MSS. 
It is surprising that no MS. has the classical form dvyAehe or dverene. According 
to the Rec., karaxavyarat is connected with the preceding by «ai, which, however, 
is found only in min. A, some min, etc., have, instead of it, after xarax., the 
particle 4é (Lach., ed. min.), which, however, appears only to have been inserted 
to avoid the asyndeton. There are many variations of karaxavydra, A has 
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kaTakavxydoow, C** xaraxabyaobe, readings which owe their origin to the difficulty 
of the thought. — Instead of éAeo¢ (after karaxavydara), Rec., after A, B (ed. Mai), 
&, etc. (Lach., Tisch., Buttm.), C, G, K, and B (apud Bentley), and many min., 
have the form éAov, a nominative form which occurs, indeed, in the classics, 
but not in the N. T.— Ver. 14. Instead of the Ree. ti 7d d@edoc, attested by 
A, C**, G, K, &, almost all min., Theoph., Oecumenius, Lach. has adopted 7é 
dgedoc, after B, C. On the distinction, see exposition. Whether, after the Rec., 
we are to read, with Tisch., Aéyy tic, or, with Lach., tc Aéyn, cannot with 
certainty be decided; B, G, K, &, attest the former, A, C, the latter reading; 
yet the latter appears to be a correction. — Ver. 15. After éay, the particle dé is 
omitted in B, 8; since its later insertion is not easy to be explained, the Rec. 
is to be retained as the correct reading. After Aeirouevor, Lach. (after A, G, 
etc.) reads ow, which, however, is a later addition. — Ver. 16. Also here Lach., 
after B, C**, has omitted the article 76 before 6geAoc. — Ver. 17. Instead of the 
Rec. épya éxyn, éxn épya is to be read, with Griesb., Lach., Tisch., etc., after 
almost all authorities. — Ver. 18. The Rec. é« rav épywov is attested by too few 
authorities (G, K, some min.) to be considered as genuine; Griesb. has conse- 
quently correctly adopted ywpic tov épy., attested by A, B, C, 8, etc. Almost all 
recent critics and interpreters, also Bouman, retain ywpic as the original reading; 
Reiche and Philippi certainly judge otherwise. With the reading é« falls also 
the pronoun oov after épywv, which Lach. and Tisch. haye correctly omitted; it 
is wanting in A, B, &, several min., vss., etc., whilst C, G, K, etc., have it. Also 
after T7v niotiv, Tisch. (after B, C, 8, etc.) has rightly omitted the pronoun pov 
(A, G, K, Lach.); it appears to be added in order to bring more prominently 
forward the contrast to the first 77v miorw oov,— Ver. 19. The Ree. is 6 O¢d¢ ele 
éo7t; soG. In the most important MSS., however, éc¢ stands first; so in A, B, 
C, &; in favor of this reading is also the line of thought; yet the difference is 
found that éo7v in A, 8, precedes (Lach.), and in B, C, follows, 6 Q¢e6¢ (Tisch.); 
which reading is the original cannot be decided, yet the former appears to be a 
correction. B omits 6 before O¢é¢.— Ver. 20. Instead of the Rec. vexpa, after 
A, C**, G, K, &, several min., vss., Theoph., Oecumenius, Lach. and Tisch. 
have adopted dpy7, after B, C*, etc., which is preferred by Wiesinger, Briickner, 
Lange; whereas Reiche and Bouman prefer the Rec. It is possible, that, in 
order to avoid the frequent repetition of vexpa (see vy. 17, 26), the word dpy7 = 
depyn, as corresponding to xupic¢ trav épywv, was substituted; but it is also possible 
that the reference to that verse occasioned the displacement of dpy#; it is 
difficult to arrive at a suré decision. — Ver. 24. The particle toivuy after opdre 
is already correctly omitted by Griesbach, being wanting in A, B, C, 8, ete. — 
Ver. 25. Instead of dyyédovc, C, G, etc., have xatacxorove, which, however, is 
evidently borrowed from Heb. xi. 31. 


Ver. 1. In close connection with the thought contained in chap. i. 27, 
that true worship consists in the exhibition of compassionate love, James 
proceeds to reprove a practice of his readers, consisting in a partial respect 
to the rich and a depreciation of the poor, which formed the most glaring 
contrast to that love. — After the impressive address ddeAgoi vov, he first 
expresses the exhortation with reference to that conduct, that their faith 
should not be combined with a partial respect of persons. Schneckenburger 
regards the clause as interrogative, remarking: interrogationis formam sensus 
gravitas flagitat et contextus (so also Kern); incorrectly, for although the 
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interrogation with 7 may not always require a negative answer, yet it is 
only used when the interrogator, with every inclination to regard something 
as true, yet can scarcely believe that it is actually the case; comp. Winer, 
p. 453 £. (E. T., 510 f£.); Schirlitz, p. 366. This is inadmissible here, as the 
fact mentioned in what follows, the rposurodnwia of the readers, was un- 
doubtedly true. wh... éxere is thus imperative, as i. 16, ili. 1.— The 
plural xpocwroApiac is used because the author thinks on individual con- 
crete instances in which the general fault manifested itself;1 comp. Col. 
iii. 22; 2 Pet. iii. 12. For the explanation of mpoowroAnqpia (only here and 
in Rom. ii. 11; Eph. vi. 9; Col. iii. 35), foreign to classical Greek, see 
Matt. xxii. 16; Luke xx. 21; Gal. ii. 6 (see Meyer in loc.); from the O. T., 
Ley. xix. 15; Deut. i. 17, and other places (the verb mpocwrodnrrév, Jas. 
ii. 9; the adjective, Acts x. 34). The phrase éy rpoowroAnwpiate txew tr. niotev 
is not, with Pott, to be explained according to such expressions as éyew tiva 
év dpyh, év airias, éxew év émtyvoer (Rom. i. 28), for James intends not to re- 
proach his readers that they have a partial faith, or that they convert faith 
into the object of partiality, but that they hold not themselves in their faith 
free from rpoownoAnpia. Also éyew does not stand for caréyew, whether in the 
meaning prohibere or detinere (Grotius: detinere velut captivam et inefficicacem) ; 
but éyevv év expresses the relation of internal connection thus: Have not your 
faith, so that it is as it were enclosed in mpoowmroAnwpiatc, 1.e., combined with it. 
Thus was it with the readers, who in their very religious assemblies made a 
distinction of persons according to their external relations. — De Wette’s 
opinion is incorrect, that ior éyew here is to be understood of “the man- 
agement of the concerns of faith.”— Faith is more exactly described as 
 miortc Tov Kvpiov judy *Inood Xprorod tHe dogo]. Most expositors? take ros 
kupiov as a genitive of object, and make ric dogyc, as a second genitive 
(besides 7ucv), dependent on xvpiov; thus: “the faith in our Lord of glory, 
Jesus Christ.” Neither the appellation of Christ as the Lord of glory 
(comp. 1 Cor. ii. 8; Ps. xxix. 3: 6 Oed¢ tie dnc), nor the dependence of 
two genitives (juév and ric ddEjc) on one substantive (kvpiov), see Winer, p. 172 
(E. T., 191), has any thing against it; yet this construction cannot be held 
to be correct, because the name ’Iycot Xpiorod, which follows rod xvpiov qudv, 
so entirely completes the idea that a second genitive can no longer depend 
on «vpiov; if James had intended such a combination, he would have written 
either rv riotw "Ino. Xpiotod, Tod Kupiov judy rhe doEne, OY T. 7. TOD Kupiov nud THE 
doénc, "Ino. Xporov.2 It is evidently an entire mistake to construct ri¢ déEn¢ 
with mposwroanpiac, whether it be taken as = opinio (Calvin: dum opum vel 
bonorum opinio nostros oculos perstringit, veritas supprimitur) or = gloria (Hei- 
sen: quod honorem attinet). Some expositors make rie doenc depend on 
Xpiorod; thus Laurentius, who explains it the Christus gloriae = gloriosus ; 


1 Tornejus: 


“ Multiplex illud malum in vita 
est.’” 

2 Particularly Schneckenburger, Kern, De 
Wette, Briickner, Wiesinger. 

8 The genitive, indeed, not unfrequently is 
separated from the word which governs it; 


see Phil. ii. 10; Rom. ix. 21; and Winer, p 
172 (E. T., 288); but, in that case, the inter- 
vening word is never in apposition with the 
preceding idea, with which it is completely 
concluded. 
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so also Bouman; also Lange: “the Messiah exalted in His glory above 
Judaistic expectations.” Decisive against this construction are— (1) the 
close connection of ’Ijood and Xpiorod, as, when those two names are so di- 
rectly united as here, Xpiorod is purely nomen proprium; (2) the N. T. mode 
of expression does not admit of a more exact statement of being after Xpiorod 
by a genitive dependent on it; also in this case the article rod before Xpiorod 
would not be wanting. In this commentary hitherto (former editions), ric 
doéyc was explained as a genitive of the object dependent on riv aiorw, and 
Tov xvpiov ju. I, Xp. as the genitive of the subject, in the sense: “faith in the 
glory springing from our Lord Jesus Christ, — founded on Him,” namely, 
THY péAAovoay Sdgav aroKarvddjvat ei¢ nudc, Rom. viii. 18. This .construction, 
although grammatically possible, is unmistakably harsh. It seems simpler, 
with Bengel, to regard ric doéy¢ as in apposition with ’Ijcod Xp.; still the idea 
doéne is too indefinite. The passages cited by Bengel, Luke ii. 32, Eph. i. 17, 
1 Pet..iv. 14, Isa. xl. 5, are of another kind, and cannot be adduced in justifi- 
cation of that explanation. Perhaps it is most correct to unite ric ddéyc a8 & 
genitive of quality, not with Xporov only, but with the whole expression 70 
kup. Hu. Ino. Xp.. by which doga is indicated as the quality of our Lord Jesus 
Christ which belongs to Him, the exalted One. Similar expressions are 
6 oixovouoc (Luke xvi. 8), 6 xpitg¢ (Luke xviii. 6), rie dduxiac. At all events, 
tie dogmc is added in order to mark the contrast between the mpoowrodypia 
paid to passing riches and the faith in Jesus Christ. 

Vv. 2, 3. In these verses the conduct of the readers, which occasioned 
the exhortation of James (ver. 1), is described; hence the confirming yap. 
Both verses together form the protasis, on which ver. 4 follows as the apo- 
dosis ; whilst they in form appear by their connection with dé (according to 
the Rec. by cai) as co-ordinate sentences, in thought ver. 2 is subordinate 
to ver. 8; ver. 2 assigning the circumstances under which the conduct de- 
scribed in ver. 8 occurred. — Hammond, Homberg, Baumgarten, Michaelis, 
and Herder assign even ver. 4 to the protasis; but incorrectly, as in that 
case the conjunctive would be required in that verse as in vv. 2,3. As 
regards the matter itself, the fault is not directed against the rulers of the 
congregation, —the presbyters and deacons (Grotius, Pott, Schulthess, Hot- 
tinger), — but, as the address ddcAgoi you (ver. 1) shows, it is entirely general. 
It was not the custom in the time of James for the deacons to point out 

places to those who entered their assemblies (Constit. Apost., ii. 56, 58). — 
” The instance (iav) which James states is, as regards the matter, not a hypo- 
thetical assumption, but a fact; and certainly not to be regarded as a, soli- 
tary instance which only once took place, but as something which often 
occurred, that even in their religious assemblies the rich were treated with 
distinction, and the poor with disdain. It is not surprising that James in 
the description employed the aorist, since he generally uses that tense to 
represent that which is habitually repeated as a single fact which has taken 
place; see chap. i. 11, 24. — The words ic riv ovvaywynv bydv show that it 
is an entrance into the religious assemblies of the congregation that is here 
spoken of. It cannot be inferred from the usual signification of the word 
owaywyh, that a Jewish synagogue is here meant (Semler, Schneckenburger, 
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Bouman); opposed to this is sudv; besides, the Christians would certainly 
not have the right to show seats to those who entered into such a place of 
worship; but, on the other hand, by ovvaywy# here is not to be understood 
the religious assembly (De Wette). The whole description, both eiséy and 
the pointing out of seats, shows that ovvaywy# denotes the place where the 
Christian congregation assembled for worship.1 That James calls this by 
the word which was appropriate for Jewish places of worship, cannot be 
regarded in his mouth as any thing surprising. Hammond, Baumgarten, 
Storr, Herder, and others most arbitrarily understand by ovvaywyf the judi- 
cial assemblies of the congregation and their elders. According to Lange, 
the name of the Jewish place of worship is here a symbol “of the religious 
fellowship of the entire Jewish Christian dispersion;” this opinion is not 
less unjustifiable than the view connected with it, that “a literal under- 
standing of what follows cannot be thought of.”— The rich man is here 
described as drip ypvoodaxriAoc év éoO7j7t Aaumpd, and the poor man as rrwyoc év 
punapa éobqrt, the difference between them being represented to the eye in 
their clothing. — ypvoodaxriduoc], a purely dr. Aey. = yovodxep (Lucian, In Tim.: 
mopoupot Kat xpvobxerpec reptépyovtat; In Nigrin.: rev daxtvrioy nAjbog Exyov). On 
Aaurpéc, used of clothes, see, on the one hand, Luke xxiii. 11 (comp. with 
Matt. xxvii. 28), and, on the other hand, Rev. xv. 6. Raphelius: Nullum 
certum colorem declarat, sed splendidum, clarum, nitidum seu rubrum seu album 
_sit, seu alius generis. The counterpart of the éodj¢ Aaurpa is the éc0. purapa of 
the poor man. — furapéc] in its proper meaning only here in N. T.; in Zech. 
iii. 3, 4, it is also used of garments. Are Christians or non-Christians meant 
by these incomers? Most expositors consider them to be Christians only, 
whether they belonged to the congregation or came there as gévar (guests). 
But the following reasons decide against this view: 1. They are distin- 
guished by James from the brethren addressed, and are not indicated as 
brethren, which yet, particularly in reference to the poor (ver. 5), would 
readily have suggested itself as a strong confirmation of their fault. 2. In 
vv. 6, 7, the rich are evidently opposed to Christians (iuév, bude, éo’ bude), and 
reprimanded for their conduct towards Christians (not merely toward the 
poor), which, if rich Christians had been guilty of it, would certainly have 
been indicated as an offence against their Christian calling. That those 
who were not Christians might and did come into the Christian religious 
assemblies, is a well-known fact; see 1 Cor. xiv. 22,23. The view of Weiss,? 
that the rich man was not a Christian, but that the poor man was a Chris- 
tian, is supported by no feature in the description; in that case James would 
certainly have indicated the dissimilarity of relation; then “must ver. 5 ff. 
bring it forward as the gravest offence, that the brother chosen by God is 
slighted for the sake of the rich who were not Christians ” (Wiesinger).8 


1 The word cvvaywyy occurs in the N, T.in indeed, in a general sense; see Wahl, Clav. 
both meanings; usually it designates the reli- Apocryph., cvvaywyn. 
gious place of meeting of the Jews; but that 2 Deutsch. Zeitschrift f. christl. Wissensch., 
it also denotes the assembly, Acts xiii. 43 etc., 1854, No. 51. 
shows; see also Rey. ii. 9. In the Apocrypha 8 Lange considers the mode of expression 
of the O. T., it has only the last meaning, and, symbolical: by the rich man is meant the 
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Ver. 3 describes the conduct of the church toward the-two incomers. 
Many ancient expositors understand this as a figurative representation of 
the preference which was generally given in the congregation to the rich; 
this is arbitrary. The whole description points rather to something which 
James has actually in view; but in reprimanding this, he condemns par- 
tiality generally, which certainly showed itself in many other ways. By 
the descriptive words ém@aépnre . . . tiv Aaunpiv, Which precede eizyze (in 
reference to the poor there is only eimyre), is indicated in a lively manner 
the admiring look at the external glitter; émBAérew, emphatice sumendum est 
(Pott); the rich man is characteristically described as 6 gopav ryv £08. 7. Aaumpar} 
the splendid garment is that which attracts the eye, the character of the 
man is entirely overlooked; gopeiv, a secondary form of ¢éperv, is also in Matt. 
xi. 8 used of garments; by the article before Aeumpay this idea is strength- 
ened as the chief idea. — The contrast is sharply expressed in the different 
address to the one and to the other; already they are distinguished from 
one another by od... of, and then xéGov and ori, dde and éxei, aad and 
bd 76 bronédi6v uov, are opposed. The form xadov (instead of «épyc0) is foreign 
to classical Greek; see Winer, p. 75 (E. T., 81). —xadéce refers to comfort 
(Wiesinger); it is not = honorifice (Wahl); and still less is it to be resolved 
into “Be so good as” (Storr). <A place is pointed out to the rich man, 
where he can be comfortably seated; whilst to the poor man it is said, Stand 
there. The second clause, separated from the first by 7, is not a special 
address, but the two clauses form one saying, whilst after 7 a thought is to 
be supplied, as “If thou wilt rather sit;” by the addition of these words the 
depreciation of the poor is yet more strongly marked. —izd 7d dronédior] 
means not under, but below, my footstool (Wiesinger), by which the floor is 
pointed out as the fitting place for the poor lo sit (Bouman). “The expres- 
sion involves contempt: as it were, under one’s feet. Not on the footstool” 
(Lange). The word iroxddwv (not wnicum, as Wiesinger asserts) belongs 
only to the later classics. Often in N. T., and also in LXX. 

Ver. 4 forms the apodosis to vv. 2 and 3, and rebukes what is blamable 
in the conduct described. Expositors greatly differ in the explanation of 
this verse, according as they explain the verb cexpidyre, and understand od as 
a pure negation, or as an interrogative particle. It is best to take dcexpidnre, 
in form indeed passive, in meaning as the aorist middle, as in Matt. xxi. 21, 
Mark xi. 23, Rom. iv. 20, and to give to the verb here the same meaning 
which it has constantly in the usage of the N. T.; so that it denotes the 
doubt, which consists in the assertion of thoughts at variance with faith ; see 
on chap. i.6. But then the sentence must be taken as interrogative: Did you 
not then doubt among yourselves? i.e., Have ye not fallen into a contradiction 
with your faith (ver. 1), according to which external glory and riches are 
nothing, whilst ye by your conduct have attached a value to them? To this 
question the second is added, to which the preceding od is also to be referred: 


Jewish Christian, who, as wearing a gold ring, ing to Hengstenberg, the meaning is precisely 
boasts of his covenant rights; and by the poor _ the reverse. Both opinions are unjustified. 
man is meant the Gentile Christian. Accord- 
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and becume ye not (thus) judges of evil thoughts? This second question indicates 
the direct consequence of d:axpivecda. James calls them xpirai, because in 
their conduct they expressed their judgment on the rich and poor. The 
genitive duaroyouav movnpdv is not the genitive of object, but of quality. 
duadoytouot is here, as predominantly in the N. T., in malam partem (see espe- 
cially Luke v. 21, 22), thoughts of doubt and unbelief; the bad meaning is 
here heightened by rovypér. 
Other explanations are as follow: — 


(1) dcaxpivecOa = separare : then the sentence is interrogative; év éavrotc = év 
dAajaowe (Gebser, Schulthess, Semler, Erasmus Schmid, etc.); the verb being 
either passive: ‘‘Nonne inter vos ipsos estis discreti ac separati?’’ or middle: 
“¢Nonne vos discernitis inter vos ipsos?”’ ‘‘Do you not separate, divide your- 
selves among yourselves ?”’ (Lange). 

(2) dvaxpivecbat = discrimen facere. (a) The verb active — (a) Interrogative: 
‘¢Nonne discrimen fecistis apud vos ipsos ?”’ (Laurentius, Grotius, Wolf, Hot- 
tinger, Knapp). In this explanation, év éavroi¢ = év aAdqiow; Schneckenburger, 
however, explains év éavtoig = in animis vestris; but then the meaning discri- 
men facere would pass into an act of the judgment ‘‘statuere.” (@) Negative: 
“Then partly ye would not have distinguished (according to a sound judgment) 
among yourselves, and partly also ye would have judged after an evil manner of 
thinking (thus an error of the understanding and of the heart’’ (Grashof), — 
(b) The verb passive: ‘‘Dupliciter peccatis, primo: inter vos ipsos non estis 
discriminati h. e. cessat piorum et impiorum differentia ’’ (Oeder). 

(8) dcanpivecdac = judicare. (a) The verb active — (2) Interrogative: ‘‘ Nonne 
judicastis, deliberastis ipsi?’? ‘Are ye not yourselves persuaded how wrong 
this is ?’’ (Augusti). (@) Negative: ‘‘Non discrevistis justa dubitatione, con- 
siderantia et aestimatione, quid tribuendum esset pauperi potius vel certe non 
minus, quam diviti’’ (Bengel). Luther combines this rendering with that under 
2: “And ye do not well consider, but ye become judges, and make an evil 
distinction.”? Here also comes in the explanation of Oecumenius: 70 dtaxperexdv 
buov depGeipate, undeuiay ovlarnow molhoavtec moTEpov Tiyuntéov . . . GAN’ obtwe, 
ddiaxpitws, Kal év mpoownoAnpia Tov wév etiunoate . . , Tov d& Hriudoate,—(b) The 
verb passive — (a) interrogative: ‘‘ Nonne vos in conscientiis dijudicati h. e. 
convicti estis?’’ Paraeus; so also Bouman: ‘‘ Nonne igitur in vestris ipsorum 
jam judicati estis animis?’’ (8) Negative: ‘‘Et dijudicati inter vos ipsos non 
estis ut judicastis secundum prava ratiocinia vestra”’ (Heisen). Differently 
Cajetanus: “* Haec faciendo non estis judicati in vestibus et divitiis et pauper- 
tate;’’ laying the chief stress on év éavroic. 

(4) dcaxpivecdac = dubitare, to entertain doubts. (a) Interrogative: “Et 
non dubitastis apud vosmet ipsos ? et facti estis iniqui judices?”’ “Should you 
not yourselves have entertained doubts ? Should you actually have passed evil- 
minded judgments ?”’ (Theile). (b) Negative: “Non dubitastis apud animum, 


ne subiit quidem haec cogitatio, id factum forte malum esse, certo apud vos 
statuistis id jure ac bene fieri.’’ 


All these explanations are untenable, because they proceed upon @ mean- 
ing of dcaxpivecdac foreign to the usage of the N. T. Besides, several require 


1 Elsner: ‘ Iniquas istas cogitationes appro- larum cogitationum i. e. divitum, foris splen- 
bastis; Bengel: ‘‘Judices approbatores, ma- dentium, sed malis cogitationibus sentientium.” 
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arbitrary completions, and many do not correspond to the context. Briick- 
ner, De Wette, and Wiesinger have also here correctly maintained the 
meaning to doubt. De Wette: “Have you not then become doubtful in 
your faith?” Wiesinger: “Have you not forsaken the law of faith, which 
recognizes only one true riches?” With the reading of B (omitting ov) the 
thought is the same; the interrogative (ov), however, serves for the height- 
ening of the thought, the readers themselves being thereby charged to pro- 
nounce the judgment. The «ai of the Receptus stands as in Mark x. 26, 
Luke x. 29, 1 Cor. v. 2, with the question suddenly introduced. Or, since 
in the N. T. no other passage is found where xai is placed before a question 
forming the apodosis of a protasis beginning with ééa» (on 2 Cor. ii. 2, see 
Meyer), it is to be explained from the fact that one would make ver. 4 a part 
of the protasis; see above. 

Ver. 5. With this verse the proof of the reprehensibleness of the conduct 
found fault with commences: James showing that the conduct toward the 
poor is in contradiction with the mercy of God directed to the poor, and that 
the conduct toward the rich is in contradiction with their conduct toward 
Christians. The impressive exhortation to attention precedes dxobcare with 
the address ddeAgoi you dyanntoi; see chap. i. 16,19. The proof itself (as in 
ver. 4) is expressed in a lively manner in the form of a question: Has not 
God chosen those who are the poor of the world (i.e., accounted as such) to be 
rich in faith, and heirs of the kingdom which He has promised to them that love 
Him? — The verb ééeAéEaro is to be retained in its usual acceptation, in that 
which it has in 1 Cor. i. 27. Wiesinger, without sufficient reason, will 
understand it here as equivalent to “God has so highly honored the poor; ” 
and Lange incorrectly maintains that “the word here rather signifies calling 
with reference to ethical good behavior to the divine revelation.” — The cor- 
rect reading: rode rrwyxode TH Kécuw, is to be explained in the same manner as 
the expressions doreioc T@ OeG, Acts vil. 20, and duvara rH Oed, 2 Cor. x. 4 (see 
Meyer on these passages, and Winer, p. 190 (E. T., 201); Al. Buttmann, 
p. 156 [E. T., 179]). The world esteems those as poor who possess no 
visible earthly riches. Wiesinger prefers to explain the dative as the dative 
of reference, thus “poor in respect of the world;” yet the former explana- 
tion, which also Briickner and Lange adopt, in which 6 Ocd¢ and 16 Kéouw 
form a sharp contrast, is more appropriate, and more in correspondence 
with the meaning of the word xéouo¢ with James. In the Receptus, rrwxod¢ 
tod Kéouov, the genitive is to be understood as in the expression ra pupa rod 
koouov, etc., 1 Cor. i. 27; see Meyer in loco. — rdovoiovg év mires] is not in 
apposition with rode mrwyodc (Luther, Baumgarten, Semler, Hottinger, Geb- 
ser, Bouman, Lange, and others),! but the completion of é&eAégaro, stating to 
what God has chosen the poor (Beza, Wolf, Morus, Knapp, Storr, Schnecken- 
burger, Kern, Theile, De Wette, Wiesinger, and others); see 2 Cor. iii. 6. — 
By év miore:, as in the expression mAoboue év éAéer, Eph. ii. 4 (see 1 Cor. i. 5; 


1 If mdovetovs is taken asin apposition, then contained in the oxymorum is entirely blunted ; 
here riches in faith forms the reason of the it is also arbitrary to separate the two ideas 
choice; but by this the keenness of the thought mAoveious and KAnpovdpnous united by Kat. 
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2 Cor. ix. 11; 1 Tim. vi. 18), the object is not stated wherein they are rich 
(Luther: “who are rich in the faith”), but the sphere within which riches 
is imparted to them; similarly Wiesinger explains it: “rich in their position 
as believers.” James wished primarily to mark the contrast that the poor 
are appointed to be rich, namely, so far as they are believers; the context 
gives the more exact statement of their riches: riches in the possessions of 
the heavenly kingdom is meant; this the following clause indicates. — Cal- 
vin: non qui fidei magnitudine abundant, sed quos Deus variis Spiritus sui donis 
locupletavit, quae fide percipimus.1 — The expression # PaoiAela occurs also else- 
where, without the addition of rod Ocod or similar terms, as a designation of 
the kingdom of God; e.g., Matt. xiii. 88. No stress rests on the article ric 
(= éxeivyc), as the relative 7 referred to it. The relative clause serves not 
for a more definite statement of the idea Bao:2reia, as if by it this Baoieia was 
to be distinguished from another, but the statement é«A. . . . «Ajpovopoue t. 
Gaovkeiac is confirmed, as a kingdom founded on the promise of God. — From 
the expressions «Ajpovduoe and éxnyyeiaato of the relative clause, it is evident 
that James considered here SaovAcia as the future perfected kingdom of God, 
not “the joint participation in the viosecia of the Jews” (Lange). On je 
éxnyyeidato, «.7.2., see the remark on i. 12. The addition of this clause shows 
that with James faith and love to God are most closely connected. —James 
puts rode rrdxouc, to whom of mAobcwe are opposed, as the object of é&eAéEaro. 
He accordingly (the article is not to be overlooked) divides men into these 
two classes, the poor and the rich, and designates, not the latter, but the 
former, as those whom God has chosen and appointed to be rich in faith,? 
namely, to be heirs of the kingdom; not as if all the poor received the 
kAnpovouia, but his meaning is that those whom God has chosen belong to 
this class, whereas those belonging to the class of the rich had not been 
chosen. James did not require to point out the truth of this statement: 
the Christians to whom he wrote were a living testimony of it, for they all 
belonged to that class; and although some among them were rAobovor, yet, 
on the one hand, what Christ says in Matt. xix. 23-26 holds good, and, on 
the other hand, 1 Cor. i. 26-28 is to be compared. — With this divine choice 
the conduct of his readers stood in direct contradiction when they treated a 
poor man —thus one who belonged to the class of those chosen by God — 
contemptuously, and that on account of his poverty. What directly follows 
expresses this contradiction. 

Ver. 6. tyeic dé], contrast to Orde. — hriudoare], contrast to teAéEaro. The 
aorist is used with reference to the case stated in vy. 2, 3, which is certainly 
of a general character (Wiesinger).8— 7rd» mrwx6v, nob = pauperem ILLUM, 


1 Kern: év mioret indicates that it is faith 


of the divine choice. The same view lies at 
itself which makes the Christian inwardly 


rich. 

2 It is to be observed that éfeAééaro does 
not here refer only to mAovaious, as if miatis 
were to be considered as the condition on which 
the mrwxot were chosen to be rich, but to the 
combined expression mAovaious év miata, so 
that also mioris is to be considered as an effect 


the foundation of what Paul in 1 Cor. i. 30 (see 
Meyer in Joco) and elsewhere often expresses. 

8 According to Lange, the aorist is used to 
point to “the historical fact in which Judaiz- 
ing Jewish Christians have already taken part 
with the Jews, namely, the dishonoring of the 
Gentile Christians,” 
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but, to be understood generally, the poor man as such. That we are here 
specially to think on the Christian poor, is an incorrect supposition. — With 
ovx oi rAodovr| James turns to the rich as the class opposed to the poor, in 
order to point out from another side than he had already done the reprehen- 
sibleness of the conduct denounced. Already from this opposition it is inti- 
mated that not the Christian rich, but the rich generally, — not exactly only 
“the rich Gentiles or the Romans” (Hengstenberg),—are meant. ‘This is 
also evident from what is said of them, and by which their conduct is desig- 
nated as hostile to Christians (jor) who belong to the poor.! xaradvvaorevew] 
only here and in Acts x. 38, frequently in the LXX. and Apocrypha (see 
particularly Wisd. of Sol. ii. 20), means “to use power against any to his 
hurt.” Related ideas are xaraxupretew and xatetovordtew, Matt. xx. 25. This 
exercise of power against the Christians might take place in various ways; 
what follows: xa) abrot éAxovow bude eic Kpirppca, Mentions one chief mode. — 
kai avtoi | emphatically put first — even they (Theile). — &xew] indicates the 
violence of the conduct (so in the classics). The courts of judgment (pirjpua, 
as in 1 Cor. vi. 2, 4) may be both Gentile and Jewish; certainly not Chris- 
tian. It is arbitrary, and not corresponding to the expression éAxe, to think 
here on a process quibus pauperes PROPTER DEBITA in judiciis vexabant (Hor- 
nejus; also De Wette and others). — Since James so strongly contrasts airoi 
and iudc. the former cannot possibly be regarded as a part of the latter, 
Ver. 7. The description of the conduct of the rich is still continued; 
they not only do violence to Christians, but they even revile the holy name 
’ of Christ. Do they not (even) blaspheme that fair name which has been called 
upon you? The pronoun adroi is put here as in ver. 6: incorrectly, Theile = 
hi potissimum. — The expression 70 dvoya émixadeita ém tia] is borrowed from 
the O. T., where it often occurs, and in the sense that one becomes the 
property of him whose name is called upon him; particularly it is said of 
Israel that the name of God was called upon them.? Accordingly, by the 
name which is called upon Christians is not meant the Christian name 
(Hensler: nomen fratrum et sororum), also not the name zrwyoi, but the 
name of Him only to whom they as Christians belong — the name of Christ 
(De Wette, Wiesinger, Bouman, Lange, and others); from which, however, 
it does not follow (as Wiesinger correctly observes) that James here alludes 
to the name Xpioriavoi. — By the addition of the attribute xadov the shame- 
fulness of @Aacdnusiv is still more strongly marked.—In support of the 
hypothesis that the rich are Christians, many expositors (also Briickner and 
Wiesinger) here arbitrarily explain ZAac@nueiv of indirect blasphemy, i.e., of 
such as takes place not by words, but by works; but @Aacnueiv is never thus 
used in the Holy Scriptures; not one of the passages which Wiesinger cites 
proves that for which he adduces them; SAaognuciv always denotes blasphemy 
by word.’ — This word also proves that the rich who are not Christians are 


1 If James had the Christian rich in view, the dative is put); 2 Chron. vii.14; Jer, xiv. 9, 
he certainly would not have omitted to point xv. 16; Amos ix. 12; see also Gen. xlviii. 16; 
to the contrast between their conduct to the Isa. iv. 1. 
poor and their Christian calling. 3 Were it here asserted that the blasphem- 

2 See Deut. xxviii. 10 (where instead of émc ing of the name of God or of Christ was 
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here meant (thus also Lange, who, however, will understand particularly 
the Judaists) ; which is also evident, because James otherwise would rather 
have written 7d émucAndév £9’ abrove instead of 7d émuxd. ég’ duac. — By the thought 
in this verse James indicates that Christians, by showing partiality to the 
rich, not only acted foolishly, but were guilty of a violation of the respect 
due to the name of Christ. 

Vv. 8,9. With these verses James meets the attempt which his readers 
might perhaps make to justify their conduct toward the rich with the law of 
love; whilst he, granting to them that the fulfilment of that law is some- 
thing excellent, designates npoownoAnrreiv directly as a transgression of the 
law. This explanation, which among ancient expositors, particularly Cal- 
vin, Cornelius a Lapide, Laurentius, Hornejus, and among the moderns Hot- 
tinger, Theile, Wiesinger, have recognized as the correct one, is justified both 
by the particle vévros and by the phrase xaAde movetre. — uévror has in the N. T., 
where besides the Gospel of John it only elsewhere occurs in 2 Tim. ii. 19 
and Jude 8, always the meaning yet, nevertheless ; but this meaning is not 
here suitable, as ver. 8 contains no contrast to what goes before.! It is 
therefore to be retained in its original classical meaning, assuredly, certainly, 
and points out that James grants something to his readers, having, however, 
in view the contrast which he expresses in the following ¢ 6, «.7.4.2 This 
is also indicated by the expression xa%de moueire (see ver. 19), which is evi- 
dently too feeble for an earnest enforcement of the law of love. Wiesinger 
correctly observes that the hypothetical dilemma carries in itself unmistak- 
ably an ironical character. James calls the law dyamnjoec, «.7.4., which is 
cited from Lev. xix. 18, véuov BacrdAccov, because it is the most excellent of all 
laws, ceterarum legum quasi regina (Knapp; so also Theile, Wiesinger, De 
Wette, Bouman, and others), inasmuch as all other laws are contained in 
it; see Rom. xiii. 8-10; Gal. v. 14 (1 Tim. i. 5; Matt. xxii. 89). It is far- 
fetched to explain the attribute acdc, because it was given by God the 
great King (Raphelius, Wetstein, Wolf, Baumgarten), or by Christ (Grotius), 
or because it applies to kings (Michaelis), or guia reges facit (Thomas ; 
Lange combines all these explanations); also Calvin’s remark is to be re- 
jected as too artificial: regia lex dicitur, ut VIA REGIA, plana scilicet, recta et 
aequabilis, qui sinuosis diverticulis vel ambagibus tacite opponitur. — vouoc is here 
(see also ver. 9), as in Jer, xxxi. 83 (Heb. viii. 10, x. 16), used of a single 
commandment, instead of évroA7 (which Lange wrongly denies). The expres- 


‘occasioned by the wicked works of Jews or up or expressed ; it is arbitrary to explain it as 
‘Christians, this would be indicated not by the equivalent to “on the contrary.” 
.active verb, but by the passive with Sa; see 2? Some interpreters explain jeévroe here, 


Rom. ii, 24; Tit. ii.5; 2 Pet. ii.2; Isa. lit. 5. contrary to linguistic usage, as equivalent to 
‘Moreover, even then blasphemy (namely, of igitur. 


ithe Gentiles) could only be expressed by words. 

1 Briickner finds the contrast in love being 
ithe reverse of partiality; but évror does not 
‘simply express the opposite, but the adyersa- 


5 When De Wette, against this explanation, 
says: ‘‘How could those blamed appeal to 
this law for their partiality?” it is to be ob- 
i served that they seek thereby to justify only 
ttive meaning of the particle in the N. T. is their conduct to the rich, by which certain. 
of this nature, that it only occurs when the ly they leave their conduct to the poor un- 
‘sharp contrast to an ‘‘although”? is to be filled —_ justified. 
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sion reAeiv véuov is found only here and in Rom. ii. 27; it is a stronger ex- 
pression than rypeiv vouov (ver. 10). — xara rhv ypadnv] is not to be combined 
with BacdAccov, nor is the mode of redeiv thereby stated, but it is the simple 
formula of citation. 

Ver. 9 is in sharp contrast to ver. 8, calling the conduct of his readers, in 
Opposition to their pretext, by its true name, and designating it directly 
as sin. The verb rpoowmrodnnreiv is a complete én. Aey.; James uses this word 
with reference to the exhortation in ver. 1. On duapriay épyateoa, see Matt. 
vii. 23; Acts x. 35; Heb. xi.33. Theile: gravius fere est quam duapriay no.iv, 
auaptavew. For the sake of heightening this judgment, James adds the par- 
ticipial sentence éeyyduevor, x.7.A.: being convicted by the law as transgressors. 
If the xposwroAnzroivrec appealed to a law, it is precisely the law by which 
they are convinced as transgressors, so that they are without excuse. By 
bd Tod vouov is meant not a single commandment, neither the above-men- 
tioned law of love, nor specially a commandment forbidding respect of per- 
sons, as Deut. xvi. 19 (Lange), but the law generally; so also mapaBdra: is 
general: not as transgressors of one commandment, but of the law generally. 

Ver. 10. Confirmation of the last expressed thought: For whosoever kept 
the whole law, and yet sinned in one (commandment), he zs guilty of all (com- 
mandments). The conjunctives rypjon, mraicy, certified by authorities, are 
not to be considered as an error of the scribe (as Winer, 5th ed., p. 356, was 
inclined to assume); but the particle dy is here, as frequently as in the N.T., 
contrary to classical usage in hypothetical sentences, omitted when dari 
stands, because “the universality was already sufficiently indicated by the 
pronoun ” (Buttmann, p. 197 [E. T., 229]).1 dvépémw is not, with Schulthess, 
to be supplied to év évi, but véu~, with Theile, De Wette, Wiesinger, Lange, 
and others, “from the preceding collective idea véyoc.” The following ravtwv 
forbids us, with Schneckenburger and Kern, to understand évi as neuter. It 
is in entire conformity with the character of the thought as a general sen- 
tence to take éi quite generally, and not, with Theophylact, Oecumenius 
(roiro rept dyanne elpyxe), Schol. Matthaei, p. 188 (év évi rraicey éorl, rd ui redeiav 
éyew ayannv), and some recent critics (Semler: in HANC unam et primam), to 
refer it to a definite commandment, particularly to that of love.? By this 
general sentence James seeks to confirm the thought that respect of persons 
includes in itself the transgression of the whole law, although it appears to 
be directed only against a single commandment. — The word mraiew is found 
in the N. T. only in a figurative sense; the construction with é is only in 
this place; in chap. iii. 2 the reference of év is different. By yéyovev révtwv 
(sc. vouwv) Evoxoc, James declares the transgressor of one commandment to 
be guilty of the transgression of all. —évoyoc] is here, as in 1 Cor. xi. 27, 
used with the genitive of the thing against which one sins, in the guilt of 


1 Winer, p. 275 (E. T., 308), explains the whole law, is a case which cannot be imagined. 
omission of av, beeause in the writer’s concep- 2 Still more arbitrarily, Grotius, Morus, 
tion the case is altogether definite; but then Stolz, and Jaspar limit the general expres- 
the future indicative would be put; also the sions é¢vi and mavrwy to such commandment, 
case here stated, namely, that one may trans- to the transgression of which the punishment 
gress one commandment and yet keep the of death is assigned. 
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which one is thus involved.) The same thought is also found in the rab- 
binical writings.” 

Ver. 11. The truth of the above thought is founded on the fact that all 
commandments proceed-from one lawgiver. —6 ydp eimdv* pp poixevonc, einer 
kai‘ ui) goversyc]. Baumgarten finds the reason why James adduces these two 
commandments, pu) yoryesone and py dovebonc, in this, because “the transgres- 
sion of these two was punished with death ;”” Wiesinger, on the other hand, 
because “ poryesew was never laid to the charge of the readers, whereas pi 
govetonc had the command of love as its essence;” and Lange, because “to 
the Israelite the prohibition of adultery was likewise the prohibition of apos- 
tasy to heathenism, and the prohibition of murder was likewise that of 
uncharitableness towards our neighbor.” But the reason is rather because 
these two commandments are the first of those which refer to our duties to 
our neighbor (thus Briickner). That 7 povyebone precedes the other, has its 
reason in ancient tradition; see on both points’ Mark x. 19; Luke xviii. 20; 
Rom. xiii. 9 (see Meyer in loc.); Philo, De Decal., xii. 24, 82. With the 
words that follow: ef d& ob povyeverc, «.7.2., James draws the inference from 
the preceding. The negative od after ei with the indicative is not surprising 
in the N. T. usage, the less so as here only a part of the conditional sentence 
is denied; see Winer, p. 423 ff. (E. T., 479); Al. Buttmann, p. 296 ff. (E. T., 
346 f.).8 With the apodosis yéyovac napaBdrye vouov, James refers to ver. 9; 
consequently not évoyoc, as in ver. 10, but xapaParn¢ is put. — The reason of 
the judgment here expressed is contained in 6 eizéy . . . eime kal. Since the 
law is the expression of the will of Him who gave it, the transgression of a 
single portion is disobedience to the one will, and consequently a transgres- 
sion of the whole law.4 James might, indeed, have confirmed the idea by 
the internal connection of all commands, and by pointing out that the trans- 
gression of one comimandment reveals a want which makes the fulfilment of 
the other commandments impossible;® but as he does not do so, these con- 
siderations are not to be arbitrarily introduced into his words. 


1 The punishment with évoxos is usually in 
the genitive, with Matt. xxvi. 66, Mark iii. 29, 
xiv. 46; yet also in the dative, Matt. v.21. In 
classical language, the thing against which one 
sins is with évoxos only in the dative, whilst 
the crime itself of which the man is guilty, as 
well as the punishment which he has to suffer, 
is added in the genitive. 

2 @.g., Cod. Talm. Schabbath, fol. xx. 2; 
R. Johanan: Quodsi faciat omnia, unum vero 
omittat, omnium est singulorum reus; see 
Wolf. Késter (Stud. u. Krit., 1862, 1) to this 
passage cites the corresponding expression of 
Livy (/ist., xxxiv. 8) referring to the law- 
giver: unam tollendo legem ceterae infirman- 
tur. 

8 According to Buttmann, the negative ov 
here, even according to classic usage, is the 
more necessary, ‘‘ when to the negative predi- 
cate another, still in the protasis, is immedi- 


ately so appended with an adversative particle 
that the entire emphasis falls upon this second 
part” (BE. T., 346). It is indeed said in Thue. 
1.32: ei wh wera Kakias, dofys dé waAAOV amapTia 

. €vavTia TOAM@mev; but here the relation 
is different, as the contrast d0&ys, «.T.A., could 
be left out without injury to the thought, which 
is evidently not the case with James. 

4 Bengel: unus est, qui totam legem tulit; 
cujus voluntatem qui una in re violant, totam 
violant. 

5 Augustine, in his Epistle to Jerome on 
this passage (Opera Hieronym., Franef., iv. 
p- 154 ff.), says: Unde fiet omnium reus, si in 
uno offendat, qui totam legem servayerit? An 
forte quia plenitudo legis charitas est, qua Deus 
proximusque diligitur, in quibus praeceptis cha- 
ritatis tota lex pendet et prophetae, merito fit _ 
reus omnium, qui contra illam fecit, in qua 
pendent omnia? Nemo autem _peccat, nisi 
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Ver. 12. To what has hitherto been said, the general exhortation is an- 
nexed: So speak ye, and so do, as they that shall be judged by the law of liberty. 
A new section does not. here begin, as Wetstein, Semler, and others assume ; 
but with this and the following verse the course of thought commenced at 
ver. 1 is concluded; not until ver. 14 does the thought take a new turn. 
The connection with what has gone before is to be thus explained, that 
ver. 13 evidently points to the respect of persons with regard to the poor, 
and refers to chap. i. 27. —obruc] “is not to be referred to what precedes, 
but to the following dc, thus: so as is necessary for those who,” etc.; thus 
in former editions. But by this explanation the thought is too abruptly 
introduced ; therefore it would be more correct to refer ofrwe to what pre- 
cedes (oirwe, i.e., according to the rule stated in ver. 10 f., Briickner), and 
to take o¢ not as an explication, but as “a confirmation ” (Lange). — James 
takes up not only the doing (metre), but also the speaking (Aaieéite), to 
which not only the conduct of his readers, specified in ver. 2 ff., but their 
sinful volubility of tongue, generally led; see i. 19, iii. 1-12. The repetition 
of ore serves for the heightening of the thought; é:@ here is the same as in 
Rom. ii. 12; see also John xii. 48, v. 45; correctly, Wiesinger: ‘‘the law 
is a means because a measure;” incorrectly, Kern: vi ac jure leges. The 
vouoc édevdepiac is also here not the gospel, as the publication of the grace of 
God, or the Christian religion (Semler, Pott, Gebser), also not specially the 
vouoc Baoidixéc Mentioned in ver. 7 as a single command, but it is the same 
as is mentioned in chap. i. 25.1 The demand which James here expresses 
is that Christians, as such, who shall be judged by the vouoc éevdepiac, must 
regulate by it the whole course of their lives. From what has directly gone 
before, one might infer that James wishes particularly to warn against the 
pretext combated in ver. 10, but ver. 18 shows that he has rather in view 
the want of compassionate love, forming the heart and pulse of the véyoc 
éAevbepiag, which-was renounced by his readers in their drivdgeww tov mrwyov 
(ver. 6). 

Ver. 13 refers back to chap. i. 27, and concludes the section, appending 
to dia vouov A. xpivecdac a closer definition: for the judgment is unmerciful 
against those who exercise no mercy; mercy rejoices against judgment. —That 
which in the judgment passes sentence on Christians, who shall be judged 
dua vouov éAevdeniac, is thus mercy. Against the unmerciful the judgment will 
be unmerciful. On the form dvédeoc, see critical notes; in Rom. i. 31 it is 
dvehenuov; thus also in LXX., Prov. v. 9, xi. 17. Luther incorrectly trans- 
lates it: “it will pass an unmerciful judgment; ” dvéAeo¢ is not an attribute, 


commandment;’’ but the point of equal obli- 

gation is not here brought forward by James. 
1 Kern: “ James, by the expression dca v. 

éA., reminds them that the vouos for Christians 


adversus illam faciendo.—Ticinus thus well 
expresses the unity of the law: lex tota est 
quasi una vestis, quae tota violatur, si vel unam 
ex ea partem demus; quasi harmonia, quae 


tota corrumpitur, si vel unica vox dissonet ; and 
Gataker: quasi catena aurea, quae tota rupta 
est, si unicum nexum abrumpas. What Gun- 
kel says is indeed correct: ‘‘ The solidarity 
consists in this, that God has given with the 
equal obligation the one as well as the other 


is indeed according to form a new one, being 
converted into a willing impulse, but that it 
does not on this account cease, according to 
its nature, to be the rule of moral action, and 
thus also of judgment.” 
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‘but a predicate. — Many expositors incorrectly explain fog = dyarn; the 
former is a species of the latter, although James puts the chief stress upon it; 
see chap. i. 27. —The concluding sentence is subjoined dovrdéruc ; see chap. 
iii. 2,iv. 12. “Asyndeton dicti pondus auget.” —In the verb xaraxavyara (only 
here and in chap. iii. 14 and Rom. xi. 18), xara, on which the genitive xpicewc 
depends, expresses the opposite tendency. Kptow according to its nature 
threatens to condemn the sinner (thus the believing Christian does not cease 
to be a sinner), but mercy has the joyful confidence (xavyéra) that it will 
overcome the threatening power of judgment.!— By a conversion of the 
abstract idea ioc into the concrete, “the merciful man,” the peculiar im- 
press is taken from the expression, and a lax interpretation is introduced. 
On the sentiment, see Matt. v. 7; Prov. xvii. 5; Tob. iv. 7-11. Several 
expositors (Calvin, Cappellus, Wolf, Laurentius, Baumgarten, Bengel) incor- 
rectly supply the genitive Ocod to éeoc, by which a thought is introduced 
entirely foreign to the context. . 

Ver. 14. After James, proceeding from the exhortation to receive the 
word (rdv . . . Adyov Tov duvayuevov odoa tac pydc) in meekness, had enforced 
the necessity not only to be hearers but also doers of the same, and with 
reference to the respect of persons practised by the readers had designated 
the exercise of compassionate love as true épyoxeia, he now, in close connec- 
tion with the preceding, opposes the opinion that zioru~ which has no works 
(xupic épywv) can save (céca). The section from ver. 14 to ver. 26 treats of 
this; for the correct understanding of which it is to be held fast that James 
considers miorve as the necessary ground of owrpia, which is evident from 
chap. i. 18-21, but of course that rioree which is not without works. In com- 
bating the above delusion, James adopts his characteristic mode of first stat- 
ing in clear and well-defined language the fundamental thought on which 
all the rest depends, and he does so by the introduction of brief interroga- 
tive sentences which reject that false opinion. He commences with the 
words ri 7d dgeAoc; see ver. 16 and 1 Cor. xv. 32. The article is not super- 
fluous: What is the use which arises from it, if, ete.; without the article 
(according to B and C) it means: What kind of use is it = what use is it? 
thus frequently with the classics. With regard to the construction with 
éav, see Matt. xvi. 26; 1 Cor. xiii. 8. The following words: éav miorw Atyy 
ric éxev, Show that James had in view one who trusts for owrypia, because he 
has faith, although works are wanting to him. Many expositors place the 
emphasis on Aéyy, as if it was thereby indicated that this assertion was a 
mere pretext, the person introduced as speaking not in reality possessing 
faith. Gataker: emphasis hic est in voce DICENDI; intelligit istos Jidem quidem 
Jjactare, non tamen habere; similarly Vorstius, Piscator, Wolf, Baumgarten, 
Pott, Gebser, Hottinger, Kern, Wiesinger, Stier, Lange, Philippi (Glaubensl., i. 
p. 298 ff.); also De Wette translates Aéyp by “pretends.” This is incorrect, 
for the sequel does not give the lie to this A¢yew, but, on the contrary, it is 


1 The explanation of Wiesinger, that James 
intends to say ‘‘that mercy has nothing to fear, 
rather that she confounds the terrors of the 
judgment by her confidence with which she is 


assured of grace beforehand, and glories in it,” 
is not entirely suitable, inasmuch as an objec- 
tive idea (kpiors) is thus converted into a sub- 
jective (the terrors of the judgment). 
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granted that the man may have faith without having works. Besides, 
it is self-evident that James did not require to say that a faith, which one 
has not, cannot save him. That it is not simply said éav xicrw tic éyn, is 
explained from James’s lively mode of representation, by which he intro- 
duces his opponent as appealing to his rior. It is also incorrect to em- 
phasize the want of the article before miorw (Schneckenburger: recte articulo 
caret = to have faith, quum revera non habeat rv riot, ver. 1; ita omissio 
articuli jam quodammodo scriptoris yudicium est). The article is here wanting, 
as is often the case in the N. T. where the word expresses something definite 
in itself (thus Briickner), particularly when it is to be brought forward 
according to its quality. Also zior must not be precisely explained as = 
NUDA notitia, or hardly = NuDA professio; for those whom James combats 
could not possibly think that they by their faith possessed only the so-called 
theoretical faith, but rather they considered it the whole and complete faith. 
Also this faith was not defective in point of confidence, which Lange should 
not have denied, for they thought to be saved thereby; although this was 
not true confidence, but an empty reliance on Christ;? they indeed believed, 
but they did not receive Christ in themselves as a principle of a new 
life; the object of their faith remained to them purely external, and thus 
they wanted those works which spring from living faith.’ — épya de yh Eyq]. 
épya is here indeed entirely general, but according to the context those works 
are meant which are proofs of living faith, by which the voyoc éAevdepiac is 
fulfilled on the ground of mioric. — After éyn a simple comma (Gebser) is not 
to be put, but a note of interrogation; the verse contains two questions, the 
second interrogative sentence m7 divaru, x.7.4., confirming the judgment con- 
tained in the first, that it profits nothing to have faith without works. 
_Some expositors incorrectly put a special emphasis on the article before 
miotic (Bede : fides ILLA, quam vos habere dicitis; or, that faith which has no 
works; soalso Lange). The article here has not vim pronominis demonstrativi, 
but is used because there is a resumption of the previous idea (miotic); see 
chap. i. 3 and iv. 15. It is also incorrect to supply out of what goes before 
the more precise definition of faith: quae non habetur revera sed dicttur tantum- 
modo et jactatur (Theile), or to supply uévy (Pott), or to understand by miore 
here bare notitia. Recourse has been had to these explanations, because it 
was thought that James otherwise denied to faith its saviug power, which 
is not to be assumed. But the force of airéy has been overlooked. If this 
pronoun be taken into consideration, it is evident that James does not affirm 
generally that faith cannot save, but that it cannot save him whose faith, 


supposed righteousness, i.e., on their good 
works; for James entirely denies good works 
to them, and never indicates that they appealed 
to their supposed good conduct. 

8 For the view here rejected, an appeal is 


1 \¢éyy is the more appropriate, as a faith 
without works, as James indicates in ver. 18, 
is something which cannot be proved, of which 
he who possesses it can only give information 
by Aéyeuv. 


2 It was otherwise with them than with 
those Christians who indeed considered the 
teaching of the gospel as true, and did not 
doubt to be saved, but who rested their hopes 
not on Christ as the object of faith, but on their 


incorrectly made to ver. 19, as those thought 
to have in their faith the guaranty of their 
owrtnpia, whilst their faith only produced pics 
coe to the demons. 
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on which he trusts, is destitute of works; for airév refers back to the subject 
ric, that is, to the person whom James has introduced as speaking. — oaoa], 
as in i. 21, is used here of the attainment of future salvation; the expression 
is explained from the fact that eternal condemnation belongs to sinful man 
as such, and thus requires a deliverance in order to be saved. The idea 
curnpia generally signifies in the N. T. the future salvation; see besides other 
passages, particularly 1 Thess. v. 8, where owrnpia is designated as the object 
of éanic. Certainly the present state of salvation of Christians may also 
be called cwrnpia, but it is evident from the connection with what precedes 
that James has not that in view, but the complete salvation (against 
Lange). 

Vy. 15,16. James illustrates the idea that faith is dependent for its 
proof on works, otherwise if these are wanting it is dead and profits noth- 
ing, by an example of compassion, which also, if without the corresponding 
works, is dead and can profit nothing. The representation of this simili- 
tude has the same form as the description of the case mentioned in vy. 2 and 
3: first, the statement of the circumstances, and then of the conduct. The 
particle dé (Lachmann, Tischendorf) is not merelf transitional (metabasis, 
Wiesinger), but is to be explained from the fact that in this verse the argu- 
ment against the opponent brought forward commences (Schneckenburger, 
De Wette). — Those requiring help are by the name ddeAgdc 7 adeAon charac- 
terized as members of the Christian community, in order to bring out more 
strongly the obligation to active assistance. — By the words yuuvol . . . tpoo%e 
their destitute condition is described. There is no need to interpret yuwvoec 
by male vestitus (Laurentius, Wolf, Baumgarten, Gebser, Hottinger, Schneck- 
enburger, De Wette, Theile, Wiesinger); it is rather nudus, naked, but is 
certainly also so used when there is no absolute nakedness, but when the* 
clothing can hardly be considered as clothing. On Aermouevor, see chap. i. 4, 5. 
— épquepoc] in the N. T. az, Aey., is neither = diurnus (Morus: quod in unum 
diem sufficit) nor = hodiernus (Hottinger); but % édjuepoc tpooy i8 = H Kad’ 
juepav drayxaia tpoon (Pott, Gebser, Schneckenburger, Wiesinger). 

Ver. 16 describes the conduct towards those requiring help. — ric é& svar] 
is to be taken generally, and is not, with Grotius, to be limited to those qui 
Jidem creditis sufficere ad salutem.— The address: iméyere év eipfvy] expresses 
a friendly wish at departure; similar to ropedeote tv eippvn, Acts xvi. 36; 
Judg. xviii. 6. drdyew cic elparnv (Mark v. 34; Luke vii. 50, and other 
places) is somewhat different, where eipyvy and ixdyew are not yet conceived 
as united. — With depyaiveoe with reference to yuuvoi, warming by clothing 
is specially to be thought of (see Job xxxi. 30; Hag. i. 6); but it is inac- 
curate to explain the verb itself as equivalent to vestiri (Laurentius, Baum- 
garten, Pott, Bengel, Gebser, Hottinger, Theile). — depuaivecde and NYopracecve 
are not imperatives of the passive, and to be taken in an optative sense 
(Hottinger: utinam aliquis beneficens vobis vestimenta cargiatur ; similarly, 
Grotius, Morus, Theile), but imperatives of the middle: Warm yourselves, 
satisfy yourselves ; only thus does the contrast appear pointed and definite ; 
that they are not properly to be considered as commanding, but as exhort- 
ing, is of itself evident. The plural uy dare dé is explained from é tuov; 7a 
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émirhoeta (Gm, ey.) = 74 dvayxaia;} the things necessary for the support of the 
body, namely, clothing and food. The question ri 7d d¢eAoc ; brings forward 
that such a sympathy which is ywpic éoyor profits nothing, has no efficacy ; 
to this neither egentibus (Hottinger) nor dicentibus (Gomar, Baumgarten, 
Semler) is to be: supplied. 

Ver. 17. Application of the similitude. The verse forms one sentence, 
of which 7 rioric is the subject, and vexpd éoriv is the predicate; neither after 
nmiotic (Pott) nor after gpya (Michaelis) is a colon to be put. After %» the 
idea continually (Baumgarten) is not to be supplied. iors has here the same 
meaning as in ver. 14. — From the fact that James calls faith dead if it has 
not works, it is evident that by these works is not meant something which 
must be added to faith, but something which grows out of faith; the épya 
here treated of are works of faith, in which are the germs of faith. vexpa is 
here not to be explained by operibus destituta, but = inanima, equivalent to a 
dead body ;? correctly, De Wette: “dead, that is, without the power of life; 
thus not primarily to be referred to its effects, but to be understood as its 
internal nature;” however, James thus designates a faith without works 
to prove that it od dévaraM@doa and ovdév doedeirau. — The more precise state- 
ment xa’ éavrqv has been variously understood. Grotius considers it as 
simply pleonastic; some critics separate it from vexpa and take xara = 
against (Moller = xaé’ éavric, 1.€., sibimet ipsi repugnat; Augusti: contra semet 
ipsam); others unite it with miorw (Knapp = fides sola; Baumgarten: “in 
so far as faith is alone”). But «a6’ éavr7¢ belongs evidently, as its position 
shows, to vexpa (De Wette, Schneckenburger, Wiesinger, Lange). It 1s thus 
emphatically stated that a faith without works is not only dead in reference 
to something else, but dead in reference to itself. It serves for the intensifi- 
cation of the idea vexpa, yet not so that by it the existence of a ior without 
works was denied (against Schneckenburger). 

Ver. 18. The words dA’ épei tc, with which this verse begins, apparently 
introduce an objection, as in 1 Cor. xv. 35; by which under tic a certain 
one is to be considered as an opponent of the thought above expressed, who 
with of addresses James, and by «dyé denotes himself. But against this 
explanation the sentiment itself is opposed; for as James reproaches those 
against whom he argues, that they have indeed faith but not works, he could 
not possibly put into the mouth of his opponent, that the same had works, 
but he (James) had faith. The opinion of Pott, that od... 
GAdoc, cannot be justified (so also Bouman: hic . . . ille). By that explana- 
tion it would require to be said: od épya tye, Kayo niorw éyo, namely, in the 
sense: If thou place all stress on works, J am not the less entitled to place 
all stress on faith. Kern attempts to remove the difficulty by taking the first 


Kuy@ = dAdoc kat 


1 Gloss.: Ta mpds tpodyy apuddia; Suidas: between Catholic and Protestant interpreters ; 


adoppai eis Tov Biov; see Herod., ii. 174; Thuc., 
ii. 23; Cicero, Off.i. 8; ‘‘ necessaria vitae prae- 
sidia.”’ \ 

2 The comparison of faith without works to 
adead body is found among the old interpreters 
in such a manner that it formed a controversy 


whilst Lorinus says: ‘‘mortuum corpus verwm 
corpus est, ut sine operibus et charitate fides,” 
Laurentius remarks: ‘sicut homo mortuus 
non est verus homo, ita nec fides mortua vera 
fides.”’ 
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sentence: ad niorw tye, a8 a hypothetical protasis, and the second, on the 
other hand, xdyo épya éyo, as the apodosis, and explains it: “ If thou hast 
faith, so have I also works, because, as thou sayest, faith and works cannot 
be separated.” But to this explanation is opposed not only the fact that 
James has not, in what has gone before, properly expressed the inseparable- 
ness of faith and works, but has only presupposed it; but also that the oppo- 
nent should appeal to works, whilst James considers him as a person who 
has no works.! With these difficulties it is not to be wondered at that 
almost all expositors have decided for the view that 4AA’ épei 71¢ is not here 
to be taken as the form.of an objection, and that by zu not an opponent of 
James is meant, but a “vir sapiens et intelligens,” to whom James assigns the 
part of carrying on the argument in his stead against his opponent. Wie- 
singer: “dAA’ gpei zu cannot here be possibly taken, as in 1 Cor. xv. 35, 
Rom. ix. 19, as an objection, for, as od riorw éye already shows, the person 
introduced as speaking is on the side of J ames, and like him combats faith 
without works.” Accordingly, with oi the same opponent is addressed 
whom James had hitherto in view, and with «dy6 the person called ri desig- 
nates himself as agreeing with James. But against this explanation there 
are many objections. 1. It cannot be denied that the words 4/2’ épei ruc have 
most decidedly the character of an objection. 2. If they are not so under- 
stood, then dA2’ is not only an interruption, but inexplicable; Hottinger, 
indeed, maintains: daAd hic non adversativum esse per se patet; but who will 
agree with him in this? De Wette assumes that by daa here is expressed 
not primarily the contrast with what immediately precedes, but with the 
error already combated. Wiesinger has, however, correctly rejected this 
opinion, which is the less to be justified “as the error has not yet been per 
se expressed.” add must at all events be referred to what directly precedes. 
According to Schneckenburger, it refers ad negationem, quam notitio vexpo¢ 
involvit, quasi dictum foret: ista fides non est fides, SED dicat aliquis; but that 
miorw, if it has not works, is not rior at all, is so little the opinion of James 
that He ascribes a morevew to the devils (ver. 19); vexpd is here arbitrarily 
explained as = nulla, and not less arbitrarily is it observed on ior éyec: 
“interlocutor ad hominis errorem descendens fidem, quam profitetur, eum habere 
SUMIT,” since James does not the least indicate that the words od miorw éyec 
are to be understood in the sense: “I will even assume that thou hast faith.” 
The opinion of several critics, that daad is here (= quin etiam) “a correction 
of the preceding judgment, heightening it” (Wiesinger), and indicates “that 
the opinion that a faith without works is dead is here surpassed ” (Gunkel), 
is of no avail, as the opinion contained in this verse on faith without works 
is evidently not, as Briickner falsely thinks, stronger than that which is 
expressed in ver. 17 with vexpa éorw.? Accordingly, all attempts at the 


1 The explanation of Knapp, that the first 
words are interrogative: ‘‘tune guia ipse fide 
cares, propterea eam contemnis?’’ and to 
which the answer is then given: ‘‘immo vero 
plus habeo, quam quantum tu et habes et pos- 
tulas, fidera videlicet cum factis conjunctam,” 


is correctly relinquished by himself, as it is too 
artificial to be considered as correct. : 

2 Wiesinger observes: ‘‘ The person intro- 
duced as speaking not only confirms what was 
said before, but goes beyond it; not only that 
such a faith is dead, but that it cannot even 
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explanation of 424 do not attain their object.1_ 3. With this explanation it 
is entirely uncertain how far the speech of tw extends, and where James 
again resumes; and accordingly the greatest uncertainty here occurs among 
expositors. 4. Lastly, it cannot be perceived why James should express 
his own opinion in the person of another who is designated by the entirely 
indefinite term rc. Wiesinger and most expositors do not touch on this 
point at all. Baumgarten thinks that James speaks here in the words of a 
stranger, in order the better and the more freely to convey the notion of 
erroneousness in severer terms. But this is a pure fiction; that James did 
not shrink from expressing himself freely and strongly, the whole Epistle is 
a proof.? These objections are too important to permit us in spite of them 
to rest on the above explanation. But, on the other hand, the difficulties 
which arise if 4AA’ épei tu is taken as a form of objection appear to be invin- 
cible. They are only so, however, when it is assumed that the person intro- 
duced with oi as speaking means James, and with xé)6 himself. But this 
assumption is by no means necessary. Since James introduces ruc as speak- 
ing, so both words of and xdéyé can be understood as well from the stand- 
point of James as from that of the speaker; that is to say, that with od the 
opponent with whom James argues, and against whom he asserts that miore 
without works is dead, is meant, and with éyé James himself. The meaning, 
then, is as follows: But some might say in answer to what I have just 
stated, defending thee,’ thou (who hast not the works) hast faith, and J, on 
the other hand (who affirm that faith without works is dead), have works; 4 
my one-sided insisting on works is no more right than thy one-sided insist- 
ing on faith. By this explanation, which has nothing linguistically against 
it, not only is the nature of dA’ épet tec preserved, but it expresses a thought 
entirely suited to the context, whilst the following words give the answer by 
which this objection is decidedly repelled. This answer is in form not 
directed to the person introduced as speaking, but to the opponent with 
whom only James has properly to do, and whom he in his lively style can 


laration, but falsely to the erroneous opinion 
of tus (ver. 14). 

3 The view of Stier, that by the speaker a 
Pharisaical Jew is to be understood, who takes 
occasion from the inoperative faith of Chris- 


prove its existence without works: 7¢ is noth- 
ing.” But with these last words Wiesinger 
inserts a thought into the words, which they 
by no means contain, the same thought which, 
according to Schneckenburger, is contained in 


vekpa éoTt, 

1 The pointing GAA, épet tus, ou K.T.A 
(Schulthess, Gebser, Rauch), does in no way 
remoye the difficulty, and has also this against 
it, that the closely-united formula aAA’ épet tus 
is thus disunited. 

2 Lange thinks to remove the difficulty by 
ascribing to the words ‘‘a grand prophetical 
character,” whilst by tvs is meant ‘the Gen. 
tile-Christian world,” which has proved ‘‘ by 
its works of faith that it has had the true faith, 
whereas Ebionism, with its want of consistency 
in Christian works of love, has proved that its 
orthodoxy was not a living faith.” But, apart 
from the arbitrariness of this interpretation, 
aAdz. is by it referred not to the preceding dec- 


tians to mock the Christian faith in general, 
has been rightly rejected by Wiesinger. If 
James had meant by rus a Jew, he would have 
called him such. 

4 This is a form of expression which fre- 
quently occurs. Thus, if one speaks with 
Charles, and says to him: Henry says thow 
hast found the book which [ have lost. Briick- 
ner, indeed, thinks that this example is not 
appropriate, but he does not give his reasons 
for saying so. Lange calls the explanation 
here given artificial, but he does not say in 
what its artificial character consists. The ob 
jections which Lange brings against it are 
founded on his having read erroneously de- 
fending himself instead of defending thee. 
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now the more directly address, as the objection made was the expression of 
his soul. The meaning of this answer is as follows: Hast thou actually, 
as that person says, faith, —if this is to be of use it must manifest itself, 
but this without works is impossible; thou canst not even show thy faith 
without works: as for myself, who have works, these are a proof that faith 
is not wanting, for without faith I could do no works. On deigov, Schnecken- 
burger correctly remarks: vide ne verbo tribuas significationem EXHIBENDI ET 
MANIFESTANDI (PER VITAM), sed retine primam el simplicem COMPROBARI quast 
ante judicem. — rv xiatw cov is said because the opponent ascribed faith to 
himself (ver. 14); thus “the faith which thou sayest thou hast” (Wiesinger). 
— With the reading of the Rec., é« r. gpywv (instead of yuplc tov épywr), the 
words are to be taken as ironical (so also Lange), as the supposition is that 
works are wanting to him. — With these words not faith generally, but liy- 
ing faith which saves, is denied to the opponent; if the same is not proved 
by works, it is dead. —In what James says of himself, gpya are the we~ks 
which proceed from faith, as these could not otherwise authenticate it. It 
is to be observed that in the first clause ry miorw, and in the second éx« trav 
épywv, stand first, because these ideas are the points on which the whole 
turns. 

Ver. 19. James shows, in the faith of demons, with whom it produces 
trembling, how little faith without works effects salvation. With ov morevec, 
which is not, with Lachmann and Tischendorf, to be taken as a question, it 
is granted to the opponent that be possesses faith. From the fact that what 
is specifically Christian is not named as the object of faith, it is not to be 
inferred, with Calvin, that in this entire section not the Christian faith (de 
Jide) is spoken of, but only de vulgari Dei notitia. Expositors correctly 
assume that this one article of faith is only adduced as an example. The 
selection of precisely this article on the unity of God is not to be explained 
because “the Jewish Christians were particularly proud of it, so that it 
kept them back from fully surrendering themselves to the Christian faith ” 
(Lange), but because it distinguished revealed religion from all heathenism. 
However much the position of the individual words vary (see critical notes), 
yet the unity of God appears in all as the chief idea; comp. particularly, 
Deut. vi. 4; Neh. ix. 6; Isa. xliv. 6, xlv. 6; Matt. xxiii. 9; Mark xii. 29, 32; 
Rom. iii. 80; 1 Cor. viii. 4, 6; and, in this Epistle, chap. iv. 12. In Her- 
mas, i. 2, Mand. 1, it is said: mpadrov rdvrwv miotevoov, dre ic éoTw 6 Cesc. — De 
Wette, with whom Philippi coincides, thinks that by the construction with 
ér. the faith which the opponent has is characterized as merely theoretical ; 
but it is, on the other hand, to be observed, that a construction with eic or év 
here, where the unity of God is to be adduced, could hardly have been used 
(so also Briickner). — James grants, by the words xadée moveic, that this faith 
is something in itself entirely good (see ver. 8). Several expositors, as 
Calvin, Semler, Hottinger, Schneckenburger, Theile, Wiesinger, Bouman, 
find in the expression a trace of irony, which others, as Laurentius, Baum- 
garten, Grotius, Pott, Gebser, De Wette, deny. Though not in the state- 
ment by itself, yet in the whole expression there is something ironical 
(Lange, Briickner), which, in the combination of morebovow kat piccovew (as 
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Wieseler remarks), rises to sarcasm. This sarcasm is, moreover, to be 
recognized in demons being placed in*opposition to the opponent. — kai 
before ra dayu6via is not to be explained by dda kai (Pott), or atqui (Theile) ; 
by the insertion of a contrary reference the peculiar severity of the expres- 
sion is only weakened. That James, in his reference to the unity of God, 
mentions the demons, is in accordance with the view that the heathen divin- 
ities are demons; comp. LXX. Deut. xxxii. 17; Ps. xev. BGs Ger Core, 
x. 20; and Meyer in loco: As these are the occasion of polytheism, so they 
are hostilely opposed to the one God; but, in their usurped lordship over 
the heathen world, they tremble before the one God, who will again rescue 
the world and judge them. It is wholly arbitrary to take ra daa = dae- 
moniaci (Wetstein), or to think on the demons in the possessed (Semler, 
Gebser, Schneckenburger). Pott incorrectly paraphrases the xai between 
miotedovew and gpiccover by cat duwc; the simple copulative meaning of the 
word need not here be altered. ¢piocew, an Gr. dey. is used particularly of 
the hair standing on end (Job iv. 15), and is therefore a stronger expression 
than dedouxévac and tpéueww. 

Ver. 20 introduces the following proof from Scripture, that faith without 
works is dead, and accordingly cannot have dcaoicfa as its consequence. 
The question 6fAewc d? yyova expresses the confident assurance of victory over 
the opponent; the address 6 dvépume xevé, deep indignation at him. — xevéc 
does not here indicate intellectual defect (Baumgarten = stupid, incapable 
of thinking; Pott = short-sighted), but the want of true intrinsic worth, in 
opposition to the imaginary wealth which the opponent fancies he possesses 
in his dead faith. The word is only here used in the N. T. of persons. 
The ©, placed first, which is frequently used in reproof, —see Matt. xvii. 17; 
Luke xxiv. 25; Rom. ix. 20 (Winer, p. 165 [E. T., 183]), — intensifies the 
censure. The thought is essentially the same whether vexpa or dpyn is read. 
— dpyéc], equivalent to idle, vain, that which profits and effects nothing,! is 
also used of a capital sum which lies idle, and therefore bears no interest, 
thus is a dead capital. Not because dpyf “deserves the preference with a 
view to the sense” (Wiesinger), but only because it is difficult to consider 
it as a gloss, is it to be considered — against the authorities which testify 
for vexpa (see critical note) —as the original reading. — As yopic rdv Epywr 
stands here instead of édv pi épya évy (ver..17), the article 7 is not to be 
supplied before ywpic (against Beza, Baumgarten, and others). 

Ver. 21. The testimony to which James first appeals is what happened 
to Abraham. The reference to Abraham is completely explained from his 
historical importance, and which is also indicated by 6 raryp jquav.— quar] 
because both James and his readers belonged to the nation of Israel sprung 
from Abraham. By the question with od the thought is characterized as 
such to which all — thus all the opponents — must assent: Was not Abraham 
our father justified by works? The participial sentence which follows declares 
what works procured for him justification: when he offered Isaac his son upon 


1 It is inaccurate to take dpyés as equivalent the conduct of the subject. They are united 
to dkapmos (Frank: unproductive) ; as ¢his in- together not as identical, but only as related, 
dicates the condition, that, on the contrary, ideas, in 2 Pet.i. 8. 
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the altar? — The reference to the doctrine of the Apostle Paul, and especially 
to his declaration in Rom. iv. 1 ff., has misled expositors into many arbitrary 
explanations of this verse, and particularly of the word éd:xavon. In order 
to have a sure foundation for interpretation, two things are to be examined, 
— (1) the context, and (2) the linguistic usage. (1) As regards the context, 
the question treated in this whole section is, How the Christian is saved ;1 
comp. the question in ver. 14: pi dévarar 7 niotic cdoa abrov; and the connec- 
tion of that section with the precedirig, where the discourse is about the 
divine judgment (ver. 12: xpiveodar; ver. 13:9 kpiow). As James appeals 
to Abraham for his assertion that faith without works cannot save, it is evi- 
dent that by éé:a:ée he cannot mean something which happened to Abra- 
ham from himself, but only something which happened to him from God; 
so that the meaning cannot be “ Abraham justified himself by his works,” 
but only that “God justified him on the ground of his works.”? (2) As 
regards the linguistic usage, d«aody corresponds to the Hebrew P1¥0, 
which, as a judicial term, has the meaning: to declare one P'S by an acquittal 
from guilt, and is opposed to WWI (LXX.: karaywdoxew, xatadinafew) = to 
declare one YW by a sentence of condemnation; comp. Exod. xxiii. 7; Deut. 
xxv. 1; 1 Kings viii. 832; 2 Chron. vi. 23; Prov. xvii. 15; Isa. v. 23, 1. 8, 
liii. 11; in the Apocrypha, comp. Ecclus. x. 29, xiii. 22, xxiii. 11, xxxiv. 5, 
xlii. 2. ducaodv has also the same meaning in the N. T., where, especially 
(besides the passages treating of the Pauline doctrine of justification), 
Matt. xii. 87, Rom. ii. 18, Luke xviii. 14 are to be compared. This 
judicial meaning of the word is here to be retained. It is true, as ducawodv 
(similarly the English word “to justify”) oceurs not only in the judicial 
sense, but, also more generally, as also p'I¥0, in the sense “set forth as 
righteous ”® (comp. Matt. xi. 19; Luke vii. 29; Rom. iii. 4; 1 Tim. iii. 16), 
the passage has been explained: ‘ Abraham has been proved righteous,” or, 
“has proved himself righteous” (so already Calvin, and, in recent times, 
Philippi). But this explanation is unsuitable, since, according to this view, 
justification did not happen to Abraham from God (as must be conceived 
according to the context), but from his works; thus it was Abraham who 


1 Philipp! erroneously maintains that the ~ 8 This is the prevailing meaning of DYN, 
question here treated is to prove that faith which is differently modified according to the 
has to manifest itself by works if it is tobe —_ different circumstances to which it is referred. 
regarded as true faith. But James designates It is chiefly used of a judicial sentenee, whether 
the faith of his opponents as vexpa, not merely of God or of a human judge, by which one is 
because it has no works, but because it can- declared D*4W; yet it also occurs in another 
4 effect the owrnpia which they expected — yeference, namely, of every agency which 
rom it. : causes one to appear as righteous, whether 

2 Correctly, Wiesinger: ‘In é8cxawwOn the that agency is exercised by the person in ques- 
passive sense is decidedly to be retained, and, tion or by others. The N. T. ducacody corre- 
indeed, a Deo ...; not of the human judg- sponds to this usage. Strictly taken, it is 
ment is the discourse here and in ver. 23, but accordingly not correct to translate Suxcacoov 
of the divine; as it treats of the proposition in by ‘‘ proved to be righteous,” or “approved to 
ver. 14, that only an active faith can save.” be righteous,” as the ideas proving and ap- 
This is the more to be maintained, as the proving, according to their proper and strict 
thought, that faith has to justify itself before meaning, are not contained in it. Comp., how- 


men as living, is so void of importance that ever, the excellent treatment of the word in 
James could not lay such stress upon it. Cremer’s dictionary. 
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justified himself by his works, i.e., proved himself to be righteous.1 If we 
hold fast to the judicial meaning, then it is to be observed that, in the con- 
ception of the word, neither any thing about the disposition of him who is the 
object of the declaration of righteousness, nor about the ground of justification 
(whether it rests in the judge or in the conduct of him who is justified), is 
indicated. For this reason the explanation of Wiesinger: a Deo justus 
agnitus, is incorrect, as the idea of a ratifying recognition of the already exist- 
ing condition is not contained in the word. As little is it to be yindicated 
when Hofmann thinks that dicaoicda here imports: “to become a dixavoc, 
inasmuch as he then answered to the will of God relating to him;” for, on 
the one hand, by this a meaning (namely, being made a righteous person) 
is ascribed to the word which it has not; and, on the other hand, no one 
can make himself a righteous person by his works, but only can prove him- 
self to be such. James says nothing else than that Abraham was declared 
righteous (by God) é épywov. By 2g épywv the reason is specified, on Abraham’s 
part, on account of which a declaration of righteousness was granted to him. 
By these works are to be understood not all the works which Abraham has 
done, nor his whole pious life, but, as the clause dvévéyxac ’loadk, «.7.2., shows, 
the actual offering of his.son Isaac on the altar. The plural é épywv is used 
because the category, at first entirely general, is specified which here comes 
into consideration. It may appear surprising that James here should em- 
phasize precisely that offering as the reason of the declaration of righteous- 
ness, since in the O. T. narrative (Gen. xxii.) a dixaotcda of Abraham is not 
mentioned. What James has in view is not “the judgment of God there; 
Gen. xxii. 12 comp. with ver. 16 ff.” (Wiesinger) ; for in these words, which, 
moreover, only serve as an introduction to the declaration which follows, 
nothing is addressed to Abraham, but only it is testified of him that God in 
his action has recognized his fear of God. Not in this, but only in what 
God addresses to him on account of it, because He has recognized him as a 
God-fearing man, can James have found the declaration of Abraham’s right- 


| 


1 Philippi explains the words: Abraham 
was justified before men by works, as a justi- 
Jied man before God by faith. But here there 
are evidently introduced into the idea Sccacodo- 
@ac a series of more precise statements which 
are not contained in it. The explanation of 
Briickner is simpler, who considers éd.KcarwOn 
to indicate: ‘that moral righteousness which 
displays itself on the ground of the activity of 
faith; ’’ but also this interpretation is not to be 
considered correct for the reasons above stated. 
The unsuitableness of this and similar interpre- 
tations is particularly evident from ver. 24. It 
is also to be observed, that in these explana- 
tions the passive is converted into the middle 
voice. Inthe O. T., it is true, the hithpael of 
py is translated in the LXX. by the preterite 
passive of Sixarody (see Gen. xliv. 16); but in 
the N. T. the passive of this verb never occurs 
in this meaning: the middle import is here 


rather expressed by thé active with the reflex 
pronoun; comp. Luke x. 29, xvi. 15. 

2 The following explanations are also incor- 
rect: ‘‘he was loved as a righieous man” 
(Grotius); ‘‘he was made a partaker of the 
favor of God and of all the blessings springing 
from it” (Theile) ; ‘* his justification was rati- 
fied by man’’ (Baumgarten). The translation: 
‘che was pardoned”? (Pott), is inaccurate, be- 
cause the idea of pardon always supposes a 
crime, which deacody does not, Also the ex- 
planation of Lange is arbitrary: dicacody, in 
the N. T. deeper sense, denotes that ‘* God 
declares righteousness in the theocratical fo- 
rum before the theocratical congregation con- 
ceived as permanent ;” for how can the precise 
statement be contained in the simple verbal 
idea, before whom the declaration of righteous- 
ness was made? 


. 
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eousness. This is the bestowal of the promise (vv. 16-18) by which it is 
expressly said, “because thou hast done this thing” (ver. 16), and “because 
thou hast obeyed my voice” (ver. 18); by which is definitely brought for- 
ward that the promise was granted on account of his obedience — that is, 
on account of his works. What importance, with regard to the promise, the 
obedience of Abraham had in the eyes of God, is clearly brought out from 
Gen. xxvi. 5, where God ratifies this same promise with Isaac in these 
words: “ Because that Abraham obeyed my voice and kept my charge, my 
commandments, my statutes, and my laws;” and not less is it to be observed 
when it is said in Ecclus. xliv. 20: 6¢ cvverhpnoev vouov tpiorov . . . Kal év Tet- 
pacud ebpébn moTdc* did Tovto év Spx ornoev abto, x.7.A. It is true that the same 
promise was made to Abraham at an earlier period, and that before he had 
done any thing (Gen. xii. 2, 3); but the difference is, that after the offering 
of his son it was imparted to nim as an inalienable blessing on account of this 
action, and that at the close of his theocratic historical life. In this James 
could rightly recognize a formal declaration of Abraham’s righteousness on 
the part of God. —On the construction édccavd0n éx, comp. Matt. xii. 37: éx 
TOY Adyuv cov dixatwO7on, Where the Ady are reckoned as that on the ground of 
which acquittal (or condemnation) takes place. — The words: dvevéyxac . . . 
éni 7d Ovocaorhpiov | are not, with Luther, to be translated: “ when he had sacri- 
ficed his son upon the altar;” for dvagépew joined with éni, with the accu- 
sative, is not to sacrifice, but to bring as a sacrifice to the altar (comp. 1 Pet. 
il. 24); it is therefore incorrect to supply the idea will (Estius: cum obtulisset 
= offere voluisset). Hottinger falsely explains émi rt, 6vo. = before the altar. 
To the name ‘Icaéx is emphatically added rév vidv airod; comp. Gen. xxii. 16. 

Ver. 22. The direct inference from the preceding. Since the necessity 
of faith to the attainment of salvation was not contested by those with whom 
James disputed, but only the necessity of works; and since James (ver. 21) 
had adduced the example of Abraham to prove that only a faith which is 
not dpyy and ywpic rov Epywy profits: in this verse it can only be intended to 
represent how important to Abraham were his works, but not how important 
to him was his faith. This thought is thus clearly and evidently expressed 
in the second hemistich: kat é« tov Epywr, «.7.A. On the other hand, the first 
hemistich : dr: 9 niotue cuvfgpyer rote Epyoe adrov, has been generally understood 
by expositors as if the necessity of faith was intended to be brought forward. 
In this meaning Bengel says: duo commata, quorum in priore, si illud, FIDES, 
in allero OPERIBUS cum accentu pronunciaveris, sententia liquido percipitur, qua 
exprimitur, quid utravis pars alteri conferat. According to this, James would 
have expressed in the first hemistich, that faith was not wanting to Abra- 
ham, that rather it was this from which his works sprung, that accordingly 
Abraham was justified & épywv, because they were works of Jaith. The same 
explanation is given by Erasmus, Treméllus, Beza, Baumgarten, Gebser, 
Pott, Kern, and others; also by Hofmann and Wiesinger. But the context 
is against it, as this thought does not follow as a consequence from ver. 21. 
Those expositors have accordingly understood the passage more correctly 
who find in the words in question the meaning that the miore of Abraham 
was not dead but operative; Estius: operosa fuit, non otiosa, non mortua (so 
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Calvin, Laurentius, Hornejus, and others), although their interpretation 
is inaccurate in particulars. — ovvjpye]. If ovvepyeiv is taken in its strictly 
literal sense: “to be a ovvepyéc, to labor or to work along with” (1 Cor. xvi. 
16; 2 Cor. vi. 1), and is translated: “faith wrought with his works,” the 
idea of James (according to the usage of the word ovvepyeiv in this meaning) 
would be, that whilst works wrought, faith participated in their work.! 
But this thought does not correspond with the context, and is, moreover, 
not in itself to be vindicated, since faith and works are, not two principles 
working along with one another. — Kern, with whom De Wette coincides, 
takes roic épyoue as the dative of reference, and explains it: “faith wrought 
to his works, i.e., was the operative principle for the production of works.” 
This gives, indeed, a suitable enough thought, but linguistic usage is against 
the explanation ; besides, it is not the case that “ovy has only a vague refer- 
ence, or, to speak more correctly, no reference at all” (Hofmann). On this 
account other interpreters, as Hofmann, Wiesinger, Briickner, also Philippi, 
correctly take ouvepyeiv here in the meaning of: to help (Rom. viii. 28; 1 
Mace xii. 1). The support which faith gave to works is to be found in 
this, that as it operates to their production, so also to their accomplishment 
in correspondence with the will of God.? By this explanation a special 
emphasis is placed on the expression ovvgpye, it being thereby brought 
prominently forward that the faith of Abraham was not dpyée (d-epyoc), but 
exercised an activity, namely, the activity mentioned as helpful to works. 
Against Lange’s explanation: “faith manifested itself operatively at one 
with the works,” besides not being linguistically justified, Briickner rightly 
remarks that here the discourse is not concerning a co-operation of these 
two points. —The second hemistich is not in antithesis with the first, but 
constitutes its complement; whilst the faith of Abraham aided his works, 
faith itself received by works its completion. — éredewn] is by many inter- 
preters understood as declarative; Gomarus: FIDES est causa, OPERA effectus ; 
causa autem non perficitur a suo effectu, sed perfecta DECLARATUR, ut fructus 
boni arborem bonam NON EFFICIUNT, sed INDICANT. The same explanation 
is adopted by Calvin, Laurentius, Baumgarten, Gebser, Bengel, Philippi,’ 
and others. Also Wiesinger indicates the same meaning with the remark: 
“faith could not be proved complete if it were not already so in itself, for 
the complete work presupposes the complete faith ;” but reAswicba does not 


1 In the first edition of this commentary it 
is said: “ Faith was the ovvepyds of his works 
—that is, it operated not by itself, but with 
his works. James will here make prominent 
that with Abraham both were combined, the 
emphasis, however, according to the context, 
being placed on rots épyous.”” This explanation, 
which has found favor with yon Oettingen and 
Rauch, is, however, not tenable, as, on the one 
hand, linguistic usage is against it, and on the 
other hand, it was not insisted on by James 
that the faith of Alraham wrought not alone, 
but that it was no inactive (inoperative) 
faith. 


2 The explanation of Hofmann (with whom 
Wiesinger and Briickner coincide) : ‘* that his 
action would not have been what is represented 
in an act of willing obedience, unless faith had 
assisted to its performance,” has this against 
it, that the principal thought would not there- 
by be expressed, but must be added. Philippi, 
correctly : Abraham’s faith was no inert faith, 
but was helpful to his works, namely, to their 
production and accomplishment; i.e., it as- 
sisted him to the performance of good works. 

8 Philippi incorrectly appeals for this 
meaning to 1 John ii, 5, aud to évec@e in 
Luke vi. 35. 
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signify to be proved, but to be completed.* Certainly the meaning of James 
cannot be, that faith hitherto incomplete was completed by works, as some- 
thing which was externally added to faith, since faith is the impulse to the 
works; but as little is it his meaning, that faith is already complete (rédevc) 
before works, and is by works only proved or demonstrated to be so; but 
faith and works are in his view so closely connected, that faith only when 
it produces works or by works (é£ épyov) becomes ever more completely that 
which it should be according to its nature and destination, and in so far 
only by works attains to its completion; for as the power of love grows and 
is completed by the practice of works of love, so does faith grow and is com- 
pleted by the practice of works in which it manifests itself.2_ Thus was 
Abraham’s faith only completed when he stood the severest test, and brought 
his son as an offering upon the altar.’ 

Ver. 23. Since what was said of Abraham in the preceding appears to 
conflict with the Scripture, Gen. xv. 6, James was obliged to solve this appar- 
ent contradiction; therefore he adds to what he has said: and (thus) the 
scripture was fulfilled which says, But Abraham believed God, and it was reck- 
oned to him for riyhteousness; and he was called a friend of God. Most 
expositors (also von Oettingen) explain rAgpoiv by comprobare, confirmed, 
and find here the thought expressed, that by Abraham being justified é€ 
tpywv, the scripture: “that faith was reckoned to Abraham for righteous- 
ness,” received its confirmation. But in this explanation of the word mAnjpodv 
there is an arbitrary weakening of the idea. 7Anpoty signifies neither in the 
N. T. nor in classical usage: “to confirm,” but always “to fulfil” (see 
Cremer); with regard to a saying, the realization of the thought expressed 
in it by an action following is indicated by sAypodv, whether that saying be 
in the form of a prediction or not. This meaning of the verb is also here 
to be recognized, and indeed so much the more as James uses the formula 


1 Also Hofmann’s explanation: ‘‘The reAef- strength than that of the body, for this decays 


wows Of his faith consisted not in this, that it 
attained from incompleteness to completeness, 
but in this, that by the action, in which it 
proved itself, it attained to its complete forma- 
tion —to its historical accomplishment,” can- 
not be reckoned as appropriate, because reAet- 
odaGat never means ‘‘ to be completely formed,” 
if by this expression a becoming complete is 
not intended. Lange agrees with the above 
remark, only he introduces something strange 
when he says: ‘Abraham by his faith-offering 
attained typically and ideally the reAeiwors, 
which the Jewish Christians were to attain by 
the full proof of Christian brotherly love out 
of faith, and which with them all Israel was to 
attain.” 

2 Luther (in his introduction to First Peter, 
published by Irmischer, vol. Ixx. p. 223 f.) says 
of the fruits of faith: ‘* Although they belong 
to our neighbor, that he may be profited there- 
by, yet the fruit is not external — faith becomes 
stronger thereby. It is an entirely different 


and is consumed; but this spiritual strength, 
the more one uses and exercises it, the stronger 
it becomes; it decays when one does not exer- 
cise it.” See also the appropriate remarks 
of Hengstenberg (Zvang. Kirchenz., 1866, p. 
1124 ff.). 

8 When it is objected against this explana- 
tion, that faith must already have been perfect 
in order to produce the perfect work, it is to 
be observed, that it is in the nature of living 
faith always to be becoming stronger, in and 
with the production of works, and thus to per- 
fect itself in its nature more and more. Briick- 
ner, indeed, grants that the practice of works, 
has a strengthening reflex efficacy on faith, 
but observes that by this cannot be meant that 
faith was not before already sufficient to jus- 
tify Abraham. But to this it is to be observed, 
that James does not derive the justification 
(meant by him) of Abraham from his faith 
preceding works, but from his faith made per- 
fect by works, 
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with which not only in the N. T. but also in the O. T. (1 Kings ii. 27; 
2 Chron. xxxvi. 22; 1 Mace. ii. 55) generally the fulfilment of a proper pre- 
diction, and always the real proof of an earlier spoken thought, is expressed. 
— The scripture which was fulfilled is Gen. xv. 6, where it is said not only 
that Abraham believed Jehovah, but that He (Jehovah) reckoned it to him 
for righteousness. James (as also Paul in Rom. iv. 8; Gal. iii. 6; see also 
1 Mace. ii. 52) cites the passage according to the LXX., where the passive 
éAoyiobn is used instead of the active N2WmM; whilst he only deviates from the 
Greek text in this, that he (as also Paul in Rom. iv. 8) uses ériorevaev 0é 
instead of kai éniorevoev; it is to be observed that in the corresponding pas- 
sage, Ps. evi. 31, the passive UNM is also in the Hebrew. — Instead of the 
expression used in these passages, the form: 171" °399 np 4? Mn, is also 
found in the O. T. Deut. xxiv. 18 and vi. 25 (where the LXX. incorrectly 
translate MPT¥ by Aenuvcivn). The contrary of this is indicated by the 
expression : 799 5 vn, Prov. xxvii. 14. — All these expressions import 
a judgment which God pronounces to Himself on a definite conduct of man, 
by which He either reckons it for righteousness or for a curse; with Abra- 
ham it was his faith on account of which God declared him a righteous per- 
son. — But in what does James see the fulfilment of this scripture, that 
testifies this judgment of God on believing Abraham? Evidently in what 
he had already said, namely, that Abraham é& épywv éduaiddn, and which he 
indicates by what follows: ka? didoc Ocov éxAndn; for these words —since they 
belong not to the scripture —are co-ordinate not with kat éAoyiody, but with 
kal érAnpoon, «.7.A. It is true God regarded Abraham as His ¢iAoc (¢id0¢ Ocod 
is not, as Hofmann and Philippi think, God’s friend who loved God, but 
God’s friend whom God loved’) the instant he reckoned his faith to him for 
righteousness; but he was called so at a later period, namely, only at the 
time that he was declared righteous by God on account of his works. The 
expressions éAoyictn abt@ el¢ dixatoobvyv and édixaL6bn are not regarded by James 
as equivalent, but according to his representation the former was imparted 
to Abraham purely on account of his faith (ériorevcev), but the latter only 
when his faith was completed by works, thus on account of his works (é€ 
pywv), so that thereby that scripture was fulfilled. It is true this scripture 
is abstractly no promise; but as it notifies facts which point to later actions 
in which they received their full accomplishment, James might consider it 
as a word of promise which was fulfilled by the occurrence of these later 
actions.2—— The appellation of Abraham as a ¢iAoc Ocod is not indeed found 
in the LXX.; but in 2 Chron. xx. 7, Jehoshaphat calls him in his prayer 
yanks (LXX. : 6 ryannuévoc cov), and in Isa. xli. 8 God Himself calls him IIs 
(LXX. ; 6v gyannoa); comp. also Ges. Asar., v. 11: dia ’ABpadp tov Hyarnuévov 
$nd ood; also it was not unusual for the Jews to call him @¢idoc Oecd; to Gen. 
xviii. 17, the LX X. have added to dd ’ABpadu the words rod maidé¢ pov, for 


1 Lange comprehends both; butat all events, obedience, and the divine reckoning of his 
according to the context, the reference given faith for righteousness points to the declara- 
above is to be recognized as the prevailing one. tion of righteousness imparted to him by God 


2 Namely: the faith with which Abraham at a later period after proof of his obedience. 
received the promise of God points to the later 


100 THE EPISTLE OF JAMES. 

which Philo puts rod ¢idov wov. It is evident from what has preceded, that 
we cannot, with Grotius, Hornejus, Pott, and others, explain &«A76n = factus 
est, fuit. 


REMARK. — When De Wette explains zAnpodv by realized, this is so far inap- 
propriate, as tAnpotv does not directly refer to the fact itself, but to the saying 
of scripture, and as neither of moretew of Abraham, nor of éAoyiobn abTo eic OLk., 
can it be said that it ‘‘was something not yet wholly real, but the full realiza- 
tion of which occurred only at a later period.’? For although both point to a 
later period, yet there was in them something which had actually taken place, 
as Lange correctly adduces. Hofmann also gave an incorrect reference to the 
word, explaining it: ‘In the offering of Isaac it was proved that God had 
rightly estimated the faith of Abraham when He counted it for righteousness;”’ 
for, on the one hand, there was no need of a proof that.God had rightly esti- 
mated something, of which there is no indication in James, and, on the other 
hand, rAnpovv has not the meaning of confirming or’proving.! In opposition to 
the explanation of Philippi: “‘the scriptural expression concerning Abraham’s 
justification by faith was, because His justification by faith is in itself a thing 
invisible as it were, an unfulfilled prophecy, until it became visible through 
proof by works,” it is, apart from the unjustifiable insertion of “‘as it were,” 
to be observed that Abraham’s act of obedience, happening at a later period, 
confirmed indeed his faith (thus that éxiorevoev tO OM), but not the righteous- 
ness adjudged to him on account of his faith (that éAoyio#n av7@ ec dux.), and 
accordingly éxAyjpody would be suitable only for the first half of the scriptural 
expression. It is peculiar that, according to the explanation of Philippi, the 


same meaning: ‘‘to be proved,’’ is in essence ascribed to the three words — 
OikaLovobat, TeAeLovobal, TAnpovobat, 


Ver. 24. An inference universally valid from the adduced example of 
Abraham: “Ye see that by works a man is justified (declared righteous), and 
not by faith alone.” — épare] is not imperative (Erasmus, Grotius), but indic- 
ative; Griesbach, Schott, Schulthess, incorrectly understand the sentence as a 
question, which it is as little as in ver. 22.— é pywv] is emphatically placed 
first, because the chief stress is upon it. —dravodtaw] has the same meaning 
as in ver. 21. James thus infers from the foregoing that the declaration 
of man’s righteousness proceeds ££ épywr, and, with special reference to his 
opponents, he adds: ob« é« mictewe uovov.2 The chief emphasis is on pévov; 
for as little as James in ver. 14 has not said that faith cannot save (caca), 
so little will he here say that a man is not justified & miorewc (rather moric is 


1 Also in Briickner’s explanation: ‘ Both cannot prove a man before men to be a believer, 


the fact that Abraham believed God, and that 
his faith was reckoned to him by God for 
righteousness, was confirmed and proved in 
the offering of Isaac, leading to this that Abra- 
ham ¢& épywv édicardOy,” the idea rAypody re- 
ceives not its right meaning. Lange has here 
in essentials adopted the correct meaning, 

2 Philippi, according to his explanation of 
edixari6y, ver. 21, must find here the thought 
expressed, that ‘faith alone without works 


and justified by faith;”? but this thought is in 
fact so self-evident, that James would not have 
thought it necessary to state it as a consequence 
from the history of Abraham. The idea op- 
posed to ¢§ épywy should not be é« micrews, but 
must be é« Adywrv (comp. Aéyy, ver. 14); more- 
over, the simple dicacodrar avOpwros cannot 
possibly denote: ‘a man is justified as a be- 


liever whom God, on account of his faith, has 
justified.” 
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to him the presupposition, without which the attainment of salvation cannot 
be conceived, as without it the épya, & wv duxatodrar dvOpwroc are impossible); 
but that the faith which justifies must not be ywpic rar épywrv, jdvov is there- 
fore not to be united with ob« (Theile: appositionis lege explenda est oratio: non 
solum fide, sed etiam operibus , . . nempe cum fide conjungendis), but with 
miorewe (Theophylact, Grotius, Knapp, Hottinger, Wiesinger, and others) ; 
comp. 1 Cor. xii. 31; 2 Cor. xi. 23; Gal. i. 23; Phil. i. 26. The declara- 
tion of righteousness, which James intends, is not that by which the believer 
on account of his faith receives the forgiveness of his sins, but, as is evident 
from the connection of the whole section, that which occurs to the believer, 
who has proved his living faith by his works, at the judgment (éy 79 xpioes, 
év 7 xpiveofar), and by which he receives owrnpia (ver. 14). When James, 
in reference to this, appeals to what happened to Abraham, there is nothing 
unsuitable, for why should not that which God has done in a definite instance 
be regarded as a type and testimony of what He shall do at the future judg- 
ment? Moreover, this is completely appropriate, since to Abraham, by the 
address to him after the offering of Isaac, the promise which was before 
made to his faith, was rendered unchangeably firm at the close of his theocratic 
life. The present ducaovra is explained, because the thought was to be ex- 
pressed as a universal sentence. 

Ver. 25. To the example of Abraham, that of Rahab is added: But was 
not in like manner Rahab the harlot justified by works? The form of the sen- 
tence is the same as in ver. 21. — duoiwe 6 cai] does not signify “even so” (as 
Frommann explains it in the Stud. u. Krit., 1838, p. 97), but by duoiwcs the 
similarity of what Rahab became a partaker with what happened to Abraham 
is brought forward, whilst by dé the diversity of the relation is indicated. 
This diversity is noted by the addition 7 mépyy. Rahab, namely, was a 
nopvn; nevertheless, on account of the works which she did (namely, her 
works of faith), she was declared righteous. Thus, by the addition of this 
example, the truth that a man is justified é Zpywy is yet further confirmed.? 


judgment is not indicated, since it is sufficiently 
indicated by the whole context; see remarks 
on ver. 14. 

2 Bede assigns as a reason why Rahab is 
here adduced as an example’ ‘‘ne quis obji- 
ceret Abrahamum ejusque fidem excelsiorem 
esse, quam et quivis christianus 1mitatione eam 
adsequi possit.’? Grotius thinks. ‘‘ Abrahami 


1 See remarks by the author in the April 
number of the Erlang. Zeitschrift fiir Protest. 
Frank, in his repiy (in the same, p. 220), com 
bating the reference of dukccodrar to the final 
judgment, says ‘‘If there was in the life of 
Abraham a justification by works, which may 
be considered as the type and testimony of the 
fina] acquittal, so there occurs also in the life of 


Christians such acts of justification by works, 
that they may also be regarded as a testimony 
and type of their future justification before the 
judgment-seat of God.” To this it is to be 
replied, that such an act of justification is here 
treated of by which the accounting of his faith 
for righteousness already imparted to the be- 
liever comes to its termination, as was here 
the case with Abraham. But this act, as con- 
cerns Christian believers, occurs not in their 
earthly life, but cnly at the judgment. Philippi 
also incorrectly says that the reference to the 


exemplum Hebraeis ad Christum conversis 
suflicere debebat, sed quia etiam alienigenis 
scribit, adjunxit exemplum feminae extraneae”’ 
(similarly Hofmann); and Schneckenburger 
observes: “novyum additur exemplum e sexu 
muliebri sumtum,” All these meanings are, 
however, arbitrary, as there is no indication of 
them in the words before us. This holds also 
good against Lange, according to whose opin- 
ion Rahab is here to be considered ‘‘as a rep- 
resentative of the Gentile Christians in their 
works of faith.” 
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The article 7 is not, as some expositors think, demonstrative ila; and ropyq 
means neither mulier cibaria vendens, nor caupona vel hospita (Lyranus, Gro- 
tius), nor idololatra (Rosenmiiller). — inodefauévyn rode dyyéhous, x.7.A.]. This 
participial sentence mentions the épya on account of which Rahab was jus- 
tified. The correctness of the assertion, that Rahab was justified on account 
of her works, consists in this: that, according to the narrative contained in 
Josh. ii. and vi., life was on account of them granted to her, she was formally 
delivered from that punishment which befell Jericho; see Josh. vi. 24. 
Thus James could with right appeal for the truth of what was said in ver. 
24 to this fact, since also the future declaration of righteousness will be an 
acquittal from punishment. —In Heb. xi. 31 the deliverance of Rahab is 
ascribed to her ziozic, but so that her action 1s likewise mentioned as the 
demonstration of it. Theile explains imodefauévn = clam excepit; but Wie- 
singer correctly observes: “The secondary meaning clam is not contained in 
the word, but in the circumstances; see Luke ‘x. 38, xix. 6; Acts xvii. 7. 
In the Epistle to the Hebrews the simple verb deauévy is used, and the dyye- 
dow are there more exactly designated as xardoxono. éxS8aAAev 18 not simply 
emittere (Schneckenburger), but has the secondary meaning of force = thrust 
out, comp. Luke viii. 54; John ii. 15; Actsix. 40. It denotes the pressing 
haste with which she urged the messengers to go out of the house. érépa 666], 
i.e., by another way than from that by which they entered the house, namely, 
Oia Tie Oupidoc, Josh. ii. 15. For the local dative, see Winer, p. 196 (E. T., 219). 

Ver. 26 is added as a reason (yép), primarily indeed, to what directly 
goes before (éf tpywv édixatidn), but thereby likewise to the universal senti- 
ment contained in ver. 24. James here repeats the same judgment which 
he has already expressed (ver. 17) on miotic ywpic tov Epywv; yet heightens it 
by the comparison with cdua yupic mvevuutocg: for as the body without the spirit 
is dead, so also faith without works is dead. — 1d coma ywpl¢ rvetuatoc]. By ciua 
is to be understood the human body, and by rveina the vital principle ani- 
mating it, by which it lives; whether James has contemplated mveiva 
definitely as the intellectual spirit of man (as “the principle of the morally 
determined and God-derived life peculiar to man”), or generally as the 
breath of life proceeding from God (see Gen. vi. 17, LXX.: mda odpé &v » 
gor? rvedua Conc; Rev. xi. 11, xiii. 15), remains uncertain. With the body 
without the spirit, which is vexpoc, James compares (ofrwe is not “the sign of 
assurance = even so certainly,” Baumgarten) faith without works (the article 
tov denotes works as those which belong to irc, its corresponding works), 
which is also vexpéc. This comparison appears so far incongruous, as the 
relation of épya to miort¢ does not correspond with that of zvedya to the odya, 
since épya are the fruit, and not the source, of rioti.2 . Therefore some inter- 
preters have by épya understood not works themselves, but love (Theile), or 
“the innermost life of faith in its outwardly operative and visible manifes- 
tation” (Frank); but such an exchange of ideas is not to be justified. Al- 


1 Lange strangely supposes that James has 2 Lange denies the apparent incongruity, 
chosen this expression ‘in allusion to the fact because ‘the spirit also, in virtue of its actu- 
that the Gentiles of his time were ready tore- _ ality, effects the higher visibility of the body”! 
ceive the messengers of the gospel.” 
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ready some of the older expositors, as Gomar, Piscator, Laurentius, Wolf, 
and others, and recently Philippi (Theile is undecided), explain mvedya = 
breath. This, however, is even linguistically objectionable, as rvedua in the 
N. T. occurs in the meaning of breath proceeding out of the mouth only in 
2 Thess. ii. 8, a passage in accordance with the O. T.; but also in sense this 
explanation is not justified, for although “the breath is the proof of the 
existence of life in the body” (Philippi), yet the ideas breath and works 
have too great disparity between them to be parallelized with each other. 
It is more natural, with De Wette, Kern, Hofmann, Wiesinger, and Weiss, 
to assume that James intends not to compare the single members with each 
other (cdua with xioric, and rvedua with épyow), but to make prominent that 
a faith which is ywpic rév Epywv, is thereby proved to be like to the body, in 
which the rvedua, the source of life, is wanting — which is thus only a dead 
body. With this sentence, in which the idea expressed in ver. 17 is strongly 
confirmed, James closes this section, as from this it is self-evident that faith 
without works cannot effect justification for man, and consequently not 
owtnpia, and therefore profits nothing (ver. 14). 


1. The doctrine of James in this section is, according to expression, in oppo- 
sition with that of the Apostle Paul (James: é épywv dixaodrat GvOpwroc Kal od« 
é miotewg uovov; Paul, Gal. ii. 16: ob dixaiodtat dvOpwroc && Epywv vopov, édv pH Oud 
miotewc; James asks: ’ABpadu ovx #& Epywv édcxaiwty; Paul, in Rom. iy. 2, says: 
el "ABpadu && Epywv educaoOn, éxei xabynua, GAN ov mpdc. Tov Oeov), It is asked 
whether also the sentiment of the one contradicts that of the other. Until the 
time of Luther, the conviction prevailed that the two agreed in thought. This 
is maintained in recent times by Neander, Thiersch, Hofmann, Wiesinger, 
Lange, Hengstenberg, Philippi, and others. Jmther, on the contrary, was of 
opinion that the doctrine of James devidedly contradicted that of Paul; and 
the same view has been expressed in recent times by De Wette, Kern, Baur, 
Schwegler, and others, also Rauch. Thereis a middle view, that there is indeed 
a diversity of doctrine between Paul and James, but that this does not exclude 
a higher unity; thus Schmid, Weizsicker (Reuter’s Repert., Oct. 1855), Lechler, 
and others. — Already Theophylact, Oecumenius, Bede, have, for the sake of 
harmonizing the difference, asserted that the épye of James are different from 
those of which Paul speaks; Paul intends opera legis (Oecumenius: Td kata vouov 
capBatiouer Kal mepttounc Kal TOV AoTaeY dyviouav); James, on the contrary, opera 
fidei (Oecumenius: épya Ta riot BeBaoivta), This is indeed true. Paul has to 
do with Judaizing opponents who maintained the necessity of circumcision, and 
consequently of all legal works; but James, with such Christians who trusted 
to simple wioric, and thought that this would secure their salvation, although 
destitute of corresponding works. Paul had thus to prove that épya tod vopuov 
were not necessary ; James, that épya tH¢ miorews were necessary. Nevertheless, 
this recognition of the different relations does not suffice to an actual harmoniz- 
ing of the difference; for it has with truth been maintained that, according to 
the doctrinal system of Paul, a justifying efficacy is denied not only to works 
of law, but also to works of faith, since these last do not precede but follow jus- 
tification. — Accordingly a different meaning of the term xioric has been adopted, 
and it has been maintained that by tio yopic épyov James understands only 
bare speculation (Oecumenius: 7 d7Aq ovyxarabeor), the frigida et nuda notitia, 


¢ 
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or indeed even the false professio fide. tii is certainly not entirely suitable, 
though Paul does not know by name a toric vexpd. But although it MECTE COR, 
rect, yet the recognition of this distinction does not suffice to reconcile the 
difference; for Wieseler is decidedly right when, against Schmid, Olshausen, 
Neander, and others, he remarks, that it is one thing to say, To be justified by 
faith which is proved by works, and another thing, To be j ustified by works in 
which faith is proved. Already by Calvin, Calovius, Gerhard, and others, and 
in recent times particularly by Hofmann, Wiesinger, Brickner, Lange, Philippi, 
and others, the wished-for reconciliation has been attempted to be brought 
about, by ascribing a different meaning to the-word d:caodopa in James from 
what it has in Paul; that James speaks not de actu, but de statu justificationis. 
But either thereby a meaning is assigned to the word which it never has, or 
there results from it in James an idea inappropriate to the connection; see 
exposition of the verses in question. Hengstenberg (Brief des Jakobus, in the 
Evang. Kirchenz., 1866, No. 91-94) correctly maintains that dvcasovcdu has with 
Paul and James the same meaning; but when he attempts to prove the agree- 
ment of the two modes of expression by the supposition that, as there are dif- 
ferent stages of faith, so there are different stages of justification, and that 
James speaks of a more perfect justification than Paul in the passages in ques- 
tion, this cannot be admitted, since it contradicts the nature of divine justifica- 
tion to conceive it as advancing from an imperfect to a more and more perfect 
stage. Even the justification at the last judgment is in itself not more perfect 
than that by which God in this life absolves the believer from his sins; the dis- 
tinction consisting only in this, that by the former he obtains salvation as a 
present blessing, and that in all its fulness, which by the latter was conferred 
on him as a blessing yet future! 

The exposition given in the above pages has shown that the idea of the word 
Ssxatovopat with James is none other than what it is with Paul, but that by it 
James has in view the justification that places believers at the last: judgment in 
the full enjoyment of salvation, whereas Paul denotes by it the justification that 
puts believers already in this world in a gracious relation toward God. Only 
on this supposition does James say what he designs to say; for if dccatodoba (so 
also ow¢ewv, ver, 14) refers to the judgment of God still in the future for believers, 
the proof that it has épya for its essential condition effectually hits the opponent 
who thonght to be able to obtain owrypia by an inoperative faith. — That the 
doctrine of James so understood is in agreement with that of Paul, follows from 
the following remarks:—(1) James here evidently says nothing against the 
Pauline doctrine of justification, since his & foywr does not refer to being placed 
in a new relation to God, of which there is no mention. ‘The inquiry, by what 
this is conditioned, is not discussed by James in his Epistle at all; yet it is to 
. be observed that to him the foundation of the Christian life is miotic, and that 
he designates the new birth (chap. i. 18) as a work of God, which only takes 


1 Tt is incorrect when Hengstenberg says: 1868, Part IT.) has not been able to approve of 


“Tf by faith is understood genuine living faith, 
and by works genuine works proceeding from 
faith, justification by faith and justification by 
works can be taught without contradiction; ” 
since ¢he justification of which Paul speaks is 
the reason and not the consequence of works 
of faith: on which account even Riggenbach 
(On Justification,” etc., in the Stud. u. Krit., 


this assertion of Hengstenberg. It is also no 
less incorrect when Hengstenberg, in spite of é€& 
épywv . . . ovK x miotews dvor, ver. 24, thinks 
that “in James also faith alone is represented 
as justifying,’ since James does not give the 
name of justification to God’s act of grace 
which is effectual in man only through faith. 
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place through the will of God, and indeed so that God implants the word of truth 
inman. That James in this asserts something which is not in contradiction, but 
in agreement with Paul’s doctrine of justification, requires no proof. (2) The 
doctrine of Paul concerning the future judgment of believers does not conflict 
with what James says of dicatodobaz, although he does not use that expression in 
reference to it (except in Rom. ii. 13). It is to be observed, that Paul very defi- 
nitely distinguishes the justifying act-of God, by which the forgiveness of sins is 
adjudged to the believer for the sake of Christ, from the judicial act of God by 
which owr7pia will either be adjudged or denied to the justified. Justification (so 
called by Paul) is conditioned on the part of man only by ziovc; the future ow- 
Typia will only be adjudged to him in whom zioric has proved itself to be a work- 
ing principle. As, on the one hand, it is incorrect to affirm that, according to 
Paul, he only is justified by move with whom it does not remain inactive; so, 
on the other hand, it is incorrect to think that according to him no reference is 
taken of épya in the judgment of God.! Wiesinger, in proof that Paul denies 
the justifying (the word taken in his sense) efficacy of an inoperative faith, 
adduces the passages, Rom. viii. 4, 13, xiii. 8-10; 1 Cor. vi. 7-11, 13; Gal. v. 6, 
19-21; Eph. ii. 8-10; Col. i. 10; Tit. ii. 14; but it is, on the contrary, to be ob- 
served that in none of these passages (except Eph. ii. 8, in the words éore cecwo- 
uéevor Ola THE TioTEwc) is the discourse of being justified (decavodcha, in the sense of 
Paul). All these passages, however, prove that Paul makes the attainment 
of owrypia, or the futwre inheritance of the kingdom of God, conditioned on the 
épyo of the justified. It is to be observed that in Gal. v. 6, niotic 60 ayarye 
évepyouuévn does not (as is almost universally assumed) refer to dtxarovadat, but to 
amexdéxeobat EArrida Suxatoovvyc, thus to the hope of those who are ceowopévor Oa. TIC 
tiotewc, Further, in 1 Cor. vi. 11, the Christians, to whom Paul says dmeAov- 
oaobe, nytaoOyre, EdcKataOyTe,? are exhorted to consider that the décor shall not 
inherit the SaoAcia Ocod; also, in Gal. v. 25, it is indicated that the ¢jv mvebyuart, 
which is peculiar to believers, must also be a orovyeiv zvebuare; and lastly, Paul, 
in 2 Cor. v. 10, says expressly that we all (that is, Christians who as such are 
Otxatwbévtec) must appear before the judgment-seat of Christ, iva xoutonrat Exaotoc 
Ta Ola TOD CuaToc mpdc ad Expagkev, eite Gyabov, eire kaxov. From these passages, 
which might be greatly multiplied, it is not to be denied that Paul, as he defi- 
nitely excludes every co-operation of human works in justification,’ so he no 


neither with Paul nor in any other passage of 
the N. T. 

3 Even with the recognition of this undeni- 
able fact, Paul’s doctrine of justification by 
faith is not always understood in strict pre- 
cision. This is particularly the case when it is 


1 By this it is not intended to be denied that 
Paul often, combines the two acts as one act of 
divine salvation, and also that he frequently re- 
fers the final salvation (not less than justifica- 
tion) purely to the grace of God. The problem 
is rather this, that, on the one hand, the final 


salvation is represented as a pure act of God’s 
grace, but, on the other hand, the final judg- 
ment is as definitely represented as an act 
carried into effect kata Ta épya; as by Paul, 
so in the Scriptures generally. The solution 
of this problem, however, belongs not to our 
present subject. i 

2 By hyedcOnre and édixatwOyre a change of 
man’s disposition is not in itself designated, 
but the change of-his relation to God effected 
by God. Meyer in loco incorrectly gives to 
the word éccatovoac a meaning (namely, ‘‘ to 
be made righteous”’) which it has elsewhere 


said, that according to Paul faith justifies, so 
far as it is a principle of new life; whereas it 
is rather the case that, according to him, faith 
is aw principle of new life, because it justifies, 
Only when this is misunderstood can it be said, 
on the supposition that Paul and James under- 
stand by duxaobv the same divine act, that be- 
tween them there is no fundamental but only 
an unessential contrast. See remarks of the 
author in the Hl. Zeitschr., April number, 
1862, p. 214 f., where among other things it is 
said: ‘*The reason of justification is not the 
ethical nature of faith, but solely and entirely 
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less definitely represents the future salvation as conditioned by the practice 
of épya tie miotewc (see Hengstenberg, Evangel. Kirchenztg., 1866, p. 1119 ff 2)e5 
But if this is the case, then in reference to this point there occurs a difference 
between Paul and James, not in thought, but only in expression ; namely, Paul 
denotes by the word sccaodv that declaration of righteousness or acquittal by 
God, by which the believer is placed in a new filial relation to God; whilst 
James means that declaration of righteousness or acquittal by God, by which 
he who is born again as a child of God receives the owrypia imparted at the judg- 
ment: but with both duaobv means ‘‘to declare righteous,”’ ‘“‘to acquit,”’ but 
not ‘to prove one righteous,” or ‘‘to convert him into a righteous man.” So, 
also, in what both say concerning Abraham, there is no difference in sentiment; 
the only difference is that éAoyio0n aro eic OtKaLoobvnv and édikaidOn are considered 
by James as two points, whilst Paul considers the second to be equivalent to the 
first. 

2. If from what has been said it follows that the doctrine of James is not 
in contradiction with that of Paul, then every reason for the opinion that James 
wrote his Epistle with reference to Paul falls to the ground. The employment 
of the same expressions by both is indeed surprising, but it is to be observed 
that these expressions have their origin neither in Paul nor in James, but 
already occur in the O. T. Paul uses the expressions dixalodobar, dixacoovun, 
Oixaiwowc, chiefly in a relation foreign to the O. T., to which, however, he was 
led by the words éAoyiody ei¢ dixacoovvyv. James, on the contrary, uses them not 
in the application peculiar to Paul, but in the manner in which they are used 
in the O. T. Also the reference to Abraham by James is not to be explained 
on the ground that Paul confirms his doctrine of justification by what happened 
to Abraham; for, since James designed to appeal for his assertion to an O. T. 
type, it was entirely natural that his glance should first fall on Abraham; also 
the distinction is to be observed, that James used Abraham only as an example, 
whereas Paul, as Schleiermacher correctly observes, ‘‘ referred to him his entire 
peculiar system of doctrine, whilst he would trace back to him the special cove- 
nant of the people with God.’’ —From all this it follows that James neither 
designed an attack upon the Pauline doctrine itself, for in this case he would 
have been obliged to demonstrate the necessity of épya vouor, nor also an attack 
upon a misunderstanding of it, for then he would have been obliged to show 
that his readers could only regard themselves as dicacw9évtec, when their faith 
was to them an impulse to the practice of good works;2 rather the Pauline doc- 
trine was unknown to him, since otherwise he would necessarily have conformed 
to Paul’s mode of representation. By this likewise the opinion is confirmed, 
that the composition of the Epistle belongs not to the later, but to the earlier 


apostolic times; see on this Sec. 4 of the Introduction, and the treatise of Weiss 
mentioned above; also his Bibl. Theol. p. 124 f. 


the merit of Christ, or Christ Himself with is contradicted by the word of Christ, Matt. 
whom faith, that is, faith in Christ, places us xii. 37. 


in connection. We are not justified for the 
sake of faith, but through faith (dvd rs mierews) 
Jor the sake of Christ: thus it holds good for 
the justification which is by faith alone, that 
every reference to works is entirely excluded.” 

1 The objection of Philippi, that the declara- 
tion of righteousness in the judgment takes 
place not éx twr épywv, but only cara Ta épya, 


* How the deductions of James are to be 
directed against a misunderstanding of the 
Pauline doctrine, if Sucacodo@ar has with him 
the meaning of “to be proved,” is in fact not 
to be understood, so much the less as the justi- 
fying power of faith assuredly does not depend 
on its being proved by works before men. 
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Ver. 3. Instead of the Rec. (dod, found only in some min., Griesbach has, 
after C, many min., etc., adopted te; however, « dé is to be read, with Lachm., 
Tisch., Wiesinger, De Wette, and others, after A, B, G, K, 8, many min., vss., etc. 
Not only does the preponderating weight of authorities testify for this, but also 
its difficulty. —Instead_of mpd¢ 76 meifeo@at, Lachm. and Tisch. (approved by De 
Wette, Wiesinger, not by Bouman) have adopted e¢ 76 7. (so B, C, 8). —Lachm. 
has retained the Rec. airovd¢ nuiv, after B, G, K, 8, etc.; Tisch., on the contrary, 
reads juiv aitovc, after A, C.— Ver. 4. Instead of oxAnpdv dveuwv (A, G, etc.), 
Lachm. and Tisch. read dvéuwv oxAnpav, after B, C, K, 8, which, according to au- 
thorities, is to be considered as the correct reading. — Ver. 5. Lachm. and Tisch. 

-T read peydda abyet (A, C*) instead of the Rec. weyadavyet (Tisch. 2); attested 
by B, C**, G, K, &, almost all min. — Whether we are to read, with the Rec., 
‘Odiyov mip, or, with Lachm. and Tisch., #Aikov mip, cannot with certainty be 
decided by authorities, since A*, C*, G, K, etc., are in favor of the former, and 
A**, B, C, &, of the latter reading. The latter reading, however, merits the 
preference, as it is not to be understood how dAiyov, suitable for the thought, 
should be exchanged for the difficult reading 7A‘xov; without sufficient reason, 
Kern, Theile, Wiesinger, Bouman,! would retain the reading of the Rec. — 
Ver. 6. Before the second 7 yAdooa the Rec., after several min., etc., has ovrwc, 
which already Griesbach considered suspicious, and, after A, B, C, K, 8, ete., 
is according to Lachm. and Tisch. to be erased; it was evidently inserted in 
order to lighten the difficult construction; also De Wette, Wiesinger, Bouman, 
and others consider it spurious; Reiche decides otherwise. —After yevéoews, 8 
only has 7uov, which is evidently an interpretation. — There is great variation 
with regard to the sequence of the words divata dvOpérwv Sauaoat (thus the Rec. 
after G; retained by Tisch.); B, C, etc., read daudour dvvara: dvéporuv (Lachm.), 
and A, K, X, etc., read dvvarat dapaoa dvoporev. It is evidently indifferent for 
the sense. — Instead of the Ree. dxatdoyerov after C, G, K, etce., probably should 
be read, with Lachm. and Tisch., éxatuorarov, after A, B, &, etc. (approved by 
Wiesinger and Lange, rejected by Reiche and Bouman). — Ver. 9. The Rec. 76v 
Ge6v after G, K, ete., is to be changed for the better attested reading Tov Kipiov, 
after A, B, C, 8, etc., Lachm., Tisch.: the alteration is easily accounted for.? — 
Ver. 12. According to the Ree. the last clause begins with oitwc, after C**, G, 
K, 8, some min. and vss., which already Griesbach considered suspicious; it is, 
according to the testimony of A, B, C, to be erased as an insertion. — The words 
which follow in the Ree. (after G, K, etc.) are otdeuia myyn GAvKov Kal yAvad rojoat 


1 Bouman thinks that yAccov arose from the 2 Bouman erroneously thinks that @edv was 
following yAtknv; but it is more correct to as- changed for «vpoy in order that a mention of 
sume that even on this account it was changed Christ might once take place. 
for the easily understood oAc‘yov. 
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édup. This reading, whose spuriousness was already recognized by Griesbach, 
is, as a correction for the sake of explanation, to be changed for obre dAvndv yAvad 
roijoat bdup; attested by A, B, C, etc., and adopted by Griesbach, Lachm., 
Tisch., and others. & reads obdé, — Ver. 13. Whether after év duiv a comma is 
to be placed, with Lachm. and Buttm., or, with Tisch. and the Rec., a note of 
interrogation, see the explanation of the verse. — Ver. 14. Instead of év 77 xapdig, 
N has the plural év raic «apdiacc. —In the same MS. tij¢ dAndeiac instead of after 
wevdecbe stands after xataxavydobe. — Ver. 16. After éxet, § has inserted «ai. — 
Ver. 17. The «ai of the Rec. between ddsdkpitoc and dvurdxpitoc is, according to 
A, B, C, 8, etc., to be erased as an insertion; so also in ver. 18 the article r7¢ 
before Suxalooivnc, according to A, B, C, G, K, &, ete. 


With chap. iii. James passes to the treatment of a new theme, to which 
the conduct of the Christians, to whom this Epistle was directed, likewise 
gave occasion. It is that which was already indicated by Bpadic ei¢ rd Aadajoa 
in chap. i. 17, and by uy yadwaywyév yAdooar abrod in chap. i. 26. The more 
unfruitful faith was in works corresponding to it (especially the works of 
compassionate love), the more did “the loquacious teaching and ruling of 
‘others ” (Wiesinger) prevail. Words had taken the place of works. This 
section, which is closely united with the preceding, treats of this; yet 
without “any hidden indication contained in it that it was the doctrine 
of faith which was an object of controversy” (De Wette); for in the 
whole Epistle there is not the slightest indication of controversies in 
the churches in question. The fault refers to the same with which Paul 
in Rom. ii. 17 ff. blames the Jews, only that with these Christians zioric, 
which was to them something entirely external, took the place of véuoc. The 
moral relation was essentially the same. The warning (as in chap. ii. 1) 
stands first, and the reason assigned for it follows: “ Be not in great nwnbers 
teachers, my brethren, considering that we will receive a heavier judgment.” Cal- 
vin, Piscator, Laurentius, Baumgarten, and others arbitrarily refer this warn- 
‘ing to the unauthorized judging and condemning of each other; by this 
explanation the idea didéoxadoc does not receive its proper meaning. On the 
other hand, we are not to think of persons rushing into the proper munus 
docendi (Bede, Semler, Pott, Gebser, Hottinger, Schneckenburger, and 
others), but on the free teaching in the congregation which was not yet 
joined to a particular office, but appertained to every one who felt himself 
called to it. —roAdoi belongs not to yivecde (roAAod yiyvecdat = mulltiplicari, 
Gen. vi. 1; Schneckenburger), but is either the subject (De Wette, Wie- 
singer, Bouman) or forms the predicate united with diddcxaro.. In the first 
case, however, ywéowoav would more naturally stand instead of yiveote; also 
from the second construction a more important thought arises; therefore it 
is to be explained: “Be not many teachers,” that is: “Be not a multitude 
of teachers” (Lange). It is inaccurate to explain roAAoi = xdvtec (Grotius) ; 
it is false to explain it = nimii in docendo (Baumgarten: “be not excessive, 
vigorous judges”). The verb yiveode has here the same meaning as in chap. 
i. 22.— With eiddrec, «.7.2., James points to the reason of uy... yivecde; yet 
eidérec being closely joined to the imperative is itself hortatory : considering. 
In the phrase xpiva AauBivew, xpiua has in the N. T. usage undoubtedly the 
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meaning condemnation ; comp. Matt. xxiii. 13 (Mark xii. 40; Luke xx. 47); 
Rom. xiii. 2; but. also elsewhere the word occurs in the N. T. almost 
entirely in this meaning, which Lange incorrectly denies (see Cremer). 
Because James includes himself, many expositors have been induced to take 
kpiva here as vox media (so also Lange), but it is to be considered that James 
does not use this expression as if the sentence of condemnation could not be 
removed (see chap. ii. 18); only this is evident to him, that the severer 
(usiGov) the condemnation, so much the more difficult is it to be delivered 
from its execution. The comparative peifov (not = too great, Pott) is ex- 
plained from a comparison with others who are not teachers. 

Ver. 2. The reason (ydp) of the preceding; yet not so much of the warn- 
ing: wi... yiveope (Schneckenburger), — this is conditioned by eidérec, x.7.2., 
—as rather of the thought weigov kpiva Ampoueda; namely, so that the first 
clause refers only to xpiwa Anpoueoa, and only that which follows to the idea 
ueigov; whilst in the expression é ruc, x.7.A., the idea is contained, that as ob 
nraiew év Ady» conditions reAedrnc, sinful man is thus not in a position to 
bridle the tongue. Briickner incorrectly considers the clause é ric, «.7.2., 
as the explanatory reason of the directly preceding sentence: ‘‘ we all offend 
frequently, fur whosoever offends not in word, he only preserves himself from 
moAAd arate.” —The words roAAd rraiouev timavteg are to be taken in their 
widest sense (Wiesinger, Briickner) ; by aravrec (a stronger form than zéyvrec) 
neither the é:déoxado. simply are meant, nor is it = plerique (Grotius), and 
mraiew points not expressly to errores, qui docentibus obvenire possint (Grotius), 
or to “speech which is used in teaching” (De Wette), but it comprehends 
all and every moral error of whatever kind it may be.1— 7oAAd is adverbial, 
as in Matt. ix. 14. —To this first thought that which follows is annexed 
dovvdéTuc. — ei Tec; See chap. 1. 5, 23, 26 = doric. —# Adyw is not to be limited 
to teaching proper (Pott = év diaskaria), but is equivalent to é 71d Aarjoar, 
chap. i. 19; é denotes the sphere within which the od mraiey occurs; other- 
wise in chap. ii. 10. On od after e, see on chap. ii. 11. — To obro¢ rédetoc 
évqp, tort is to be supplied; ovroc is emphatic; what follows duvarie, «.7.A., is 
in apposition to réA. dvqp; the word avfp is used here as in chap. i. 8. — The 
meaning is: Whosoever offends (sins) not in speech, and thus is able to 
bridle his tongue, proves himself thereby to be a perfect man who is able 
to rule also the whole body, that is, all the other members, so that it is subject 
to his will. James here places the body in opposition to the man “as a rela- 
tive independent power which offers moral resistance to the will of the Ego” 
(Wiesinger), which it is his task to bridle. The «apdéa, indeed, is the fountain 
of evil deeds (Matt. xv. 19), but the lust which is rooted therein has so thor- 
oughly appropriated the members of man, and as it were fixed its dwelling in 
them (Rom. vii. 23), that they appear as lusting subjects, and may be repre- 
sented as such in lively concrete language. By such explanations as éAov 7d 
cdua, equivalent to “the whole connection of the actions and changes of 
man” (Baumgarten), or = reliquae peccandi illecebrae (Pott), or = tota vita 


1 Briickner correctly asserts, against De that in what follows év Ady mratew is partic- 
Wette, that the subject in dmavres hasexperi- ularly brought forward, requires for mrateww 
enced an extension, and that the circumstance here a more universal meaning 
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(Schneckenburger), the idea lying at the foundation does not receive its full 
meaning. Even the remark of De Wette, that rd oda denotes “ not only all 
organs proper, but even the affections,” is not to be retained; on which ac- 
count Briickner adds: ‘the latter only in so far as they are expressed by the 
former.” The explanation of Lange is also arbitrary, that the body here 
denotes the organ and symbol of all other modes of human action, with the 
exception of speech. Laurentius rightly observes: nihil obstat, quo minus per 
totum corpus intelligamus caetera corporis nostri membra: manus, pedes, etc. 

Vv. 8,4. Two comparisons by which the thought é t¢ év Adyo, «.7.2., 18 
illustrated and confirmed. It is incorrect when it is assumed that “ James, 
with vv. 3 and 4, will primarily explain and establish by examples the im- 
portance, maintained in ver. 2, of power over a little thing, as the tongue, 
for the government of the whole” (Wiesinger), and that the tertiwm compara- 
tionis is “a little thing does much” (Gunkel); for neither in ver. 2 is the 
smallness of the tongue mentioned, nor in ver. 8 is the smallness of the bridle 
brought forward. The examples adduced, which are closely attached to the 
preceding, are rather designed to prove how by. the mastery of the tongue that 
of the whole body is possible; it is, James will say, even as one rules the 
horse by the guidance of the bridle, and the ship by the guidance of the helm. 
Only in the second image does the smallness of that by which the steersman 
rules the great ship appear to James as something important, so that he 
dwells upon this point in what follows (so also Lange). 

Ver. 3. But if we put bridles in the mouths of horses, we turn also their whole 
body. The clause xa? 6dov, «.7.4., forms the apodosis to the protasis beginning 
with ei (Pott, Wiesinger, Briickner, Lange, Bouman). Many expositors in- 
correctly attach this clause to the protasis, whereby Theile regards ver. 5 as 
the apodosis belonging to it, whilst others supply a thought as the apodosis; 
according to De Wette, this thought is, that “the tongue is not so easily 
tamed as a horse,” which is wholly unsuitable.1— The particle dé is not, 
with Theile, to. be explained as closely connecting this verse to the follow- 
ing,? for here and in ver. 4 nothing else than a contrast to ver. 2 is to be 
expressed ; it is rather used here even as in chap. ii. 15, simply distinguish- 
ing the case adduced for comparison from that for the sake of which it is 
introduced (Wiesinger). By rdv immwv standing first, the view is at once 
directed to the object by which the sentiment expressed is to be illustrated 
(comp. ver. 4). The genitive depends not on rode yaduwoi¢ (Theile, Lange, 
and others), but on 7a orduata (Oecumenius, Hornejus, Pott, Gebser; Bou- 
man wavers), for on this word the emphasis rests. rode yadwoi¢ points back 
to yaduwaywyjoa, ver. 2, by which apparently this image was suggested to 
James. — On the phrase: ele 12 oréuara BaAAev, comp. in Aelian: yaduwdy timmy 
éupaarew. — The words eic rd meiPecda quiv avrobe are for the purpose of ac- 


1 Bede supplies: ‘ quanto amplius decet, ut 2 Theile says: “Ita a difficultate linguam 
nobis ipsis frenum continentiae in ora mitta- | moderandi transitus fit ad necessitatem: in 
mus;’’ Lorinus: ‘si hoe in equis contingit, memoriam vocatur, exigua saepe esse, quibus 
simile quid oportet cirea linguam procurari;” ingentia moveantur non solum in bonam (vy. 
Hottinger: “eodem modo qui linguam coer. 3, 4), sed maxime etiam in malam partem.” 
cere potest, toti corpori facile moderabitur,” 


CHAP. IIL 4, 5. 111 


centuating the governing of the horse by the bridle put into its mouth. 
The apodosis kai d2ov rd cdua, K.7.A., corresponds to yatwaywyjoat Kal bhov 13 
oGua, ver. 2. —perdyev, in the N. T. only here and in ver. 4, is = circum- 
agere. The tertium comparationis lies in eic 1a oréuara; for, as Bengel correctly 
remarks: in ORE lingua est, and ob rraiew év Ady, is identical with the bridling 
of the tongue in the mouth. 

Ver. 4. The second comparison is emphatically indicated by idos, ai is 
either also or even so. Wiesinger prefers the second meaning, which cer- 
tainly gives to the thought a peculiar emphasis. The participles évra.. . 
éhavvoueva are to be resolved by although. Both participial sentences bring 
forward the difficulty of guiding the ship, in order to cause the power of the 
small helm to be recognized. It is possible that in the second clause: xa? 
. . . &Aavvdueva, there is an allusion to the lusts moving man (Bede: venti 
validi . . . ipsi appetitus sunt mentium), or “to the temptations (mepaopoi) of 
the world, coming from without” (Lange). — oxAnpoc is also used of the 
wind in Prov. xxvii. 16 (so also Aelian, De Animal. v. 18, ix. 14; Dio Chry- 
sostom, ili. p. 44 C). — The verb perayerae united with ra rota is the same as 
in ver. 3. The words tnd édayiorov rydadiov mention by what this guidance 
takes place. On imo, see chap. i. 14. By the addition of éayiorov a new 
_ point is introduced which is retained in what follows. The superlative is 
for the purpose of bringing more strongly forward the smallness of the 
nndadov in contrast to the great ship (tyA«aira bvra). The counterpart is 
the little tongue (ver. 5). — The addition: whithersoever the desire of the steers- 
man willeth, is not superfluous; it expresses —in opposition to 67d dvéwwv édav- 
voueva — the free mastery of him who steers the ship, which he exercises over 
it by means of the helm, and corresponds to ei¢ 7d meifeoba, x.7.4., Ver. 3. — 
érov (instead of éroz, which does not occur in the N. T.) is found also in the 
classics united with verbs of motion, particularly with roéva:, but also with 
Baivev.t By dpuq is not to be understood the external impulse, or “the press- 
ure which the steersman exercises” (Erasmus, Semler, Augusti, Stolz, Pott, 
Theile, Wiesinger), also not “the course of the navigator kept in action by 
the helm” (Lange); by both of these interpretations a meaning is imposed 
upon the word foreign to it. It rather indicates, as in Acts xiv. 5 (see Meier 
in loco), the eager will, the desire of something ;* thus Bede, Calvin, Grotius, 
Baumgarten, Gebser, De Wette, and others. — The participle 6 e@bvwv indi- 
cates him who sits at the helm and directs the ship; it is thus not =6 
ebovvrap (Grotius, Pott, Schneckenburger). Luther correctly translates it 
according to its meaning: “whither he wills who governs it.” 8 

Ver. 5. Application of the comparison, particularly of the second illus- 
tration, wxpév pointing back to éAayiorov. — weyadavyeiv, which expresses the 
contrast to mxpdv, is not = peydda épyageobar (Oecumenius, Theophylact, Cal- 
vin, Laurentius, Pott, Bouman, and others), for the idea of doing is precisely 
not contained in the word, but it denotes proud conduct in word and be- 
havior, which has for supposition the performance of great things, and is 


1 Sophocles, Trach. 40: keivos brov BEéByxkev. 8 For corresponding passages from the clas- 
2 In Plato, Phil. p.85 D, it is used as syuony- sica, see in Wetstein, Gebser, Theile; partic. 
mous with émidvuia, ularly Aristotle, Quaest. Mechan. ii. 5. 
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always used ina bad sense. This certainly does not appear to suit obra, as 
in the preceding the discourse is not about talking, on which account Lange 
prefers the reading peyéa abyet; but also this expression = “boasteth great 
things,” does not exclude, but includes, that secondary meaning, for why 
would not James otherwise have written simply peydaa moet ? But obrw¢ is 
so far not unsuitable, as the performance of great things—as they are spoken 
of in the foregoing — forms the reason of the boasting of the tongue. Ona 
mere inanis jactatio it is not natural here to think. This first clause already 
points to what follows, where the destructive power of the tongue is described. 
This description begins with a figure: “What a fire kindles what a forest.” 
In justification of the reading 7Aicov (instead of dAiyov), De Wette (with 
whom Briickner agrees), translating 7Aixov nip: “what a great fire,” observes, 
“that the burning of the forest is contemplated in its whole extent.” But 
the verb dvarre, as Wiesinger correctly observes, is opposed to this explana- 
tion; also this clause forms the transition from the foregoing to what fol- 
lows, and therefore must still contain the reference to wxpdv, which certainly 
is afterwards laid aside. This does not, however, constrain us to the rejec- 
tion of the reading #Aixov (against Wiesinger and Bouman), since this word, 
which indeed chiefly emphasizes greatness, can also be used to give promi- 
nence to smallness; see Pape. ‘The older expositors, according to its mean- 
ing, correctly explained the quantus of the Vulgate by quantulus; thus 
Cajetan., Paes, and others; the same explanation by Lange. If Brickner 
thinks that it is not appropriate to take #Aikov here in this signification, 
owing to the following #Aixny, it is on the contrary, to be observed that pre- 
cisely the opposition of the same word in a different signification is entirely 
in accordance with the liveliness of the sentiment. — On the use of 7Aixo¢ in 
the interrogative explanatory sense, see A. Buttmann, p. 217 (E. T., 253). 
Erasmus, Laurentius, Grotius, Baumgarten, Augusti, explain the word #Ay 
by materia, lignorum congeries, as it has in Ecclus. xxviii. 10 the significa- 
tion of fuel; but the image is evidently much more lively and graphic when 
ban is retained in its usual meaning: forest. 

Ver. 6. Application of the image: Also the tongue is a fire, the world of 
unrighteousness ; the tongue sets itself among our members, as that which defileth 
the whole boy and kindleth the wheel (of life) revolving from birth, and is kindled 
of hell. As a (little) fire setteth a forest in conflagration, so also the tongue 
kindleth the whole life of man. Such is the destructive power of the tongue, 
that whosoever knows how to bridle it may with truth be called a perfect 
man (ver. 2).— Several interpreters divide the first clause: xa? 4 yAdooa 
rip, 6 Kdou0o The ddtxiac, into two corresponding parts, supplying the idea ay 
to 6 Koopog tie ddiatag; thus Morus: igni respondet lingua, materiae seu silvae 
respondet mundus improbus. Manifestly wholly arbitrary; rather the words 
6 Koopo¢ THe ddixiac form an apposition to 4% yAéaoa, by which the power of the 
tongue similar to destructive fire is explained. xéoyor has here the same 
meaning as in LXX., Prov. xvii. 6: 6Ao¢ xéopoc Trav Xonuaruv ;? thus the mul- 


\ 
1 Corresponding descriptions in Homer, J7. Stobaeus it is said: “Parva facula cacumen 
xi. 155. Pindar, Pyth. iii. 66; see also Ecclus. Idae incendi potest.” 


xi, 82, Philo, De Dfigr. Abrah. 407 A, In 2 It is to be observed that the LXX. often 


CHAP. III. 6. 118 
titude comprehending the individual: consequently 6 xouoc rite dduxiag is the 
Sulness of unrighteousness. The tongue is so called because, as the organ of 
opyf, it includes a fulness (not exactly the sum total) of unrighteousness 
which from it pervades the other members (éAoy rd cya). Calvin correctly, 
according to the sense: acsi vocaret mare vel abyssum (Luther, inaccurately : 
“a world full of wickedness”). This is the explanation of most expositors. 
Bouman correctly explains: the definite article: famosus iste mundus iniqui- 
tatis. The following are other explanations: (1) Oecumenius takes kécyoc 
= ornament, and explains: 4 yAdooa Koouel riyv ddikiay did The THY PyTopwr ebyhOrrov 
deworqroc; similarly Wetstein, Semler, Elsner, Rosenmiiller, Storr, Lange} 
(Wahl is doubtful). But xécuoe never signifies in an active sense that which 
puts an ornament on another, but always the ornament itself, that where- 
with a person adorns himself (or another). (2) Bretschneider likewise 
takes the word as equivalent to ornament, but supplies cc, and explains: ut 
ornatus (mulierum) inhonestus se. inquinat mentes, sic lingua deprehenditur inter 
corporis membra id quod totum corpus inquinat ; yet evidently more arbitrarily 
than the foregoing explanation. (8) Theile retains the usual meaning of 
the word world, and explains: lingua (est ignis), mundus (vero est) improbitatis, 
i.e , improbitate plenus, nimirum ob illam ipsam linguae vim; but apart from 
the inadmissible supplements rendered necessary, and the harshness con- 
tained in this combination of the genitive, this explanation is to be rejected, 
because by it the words would contain an assertion on the nature of the 
world, instead of on the nature of the tongue. (4) Estius, indeed, is right 
in his comprehension of the idea, but he arbitrarily understands it as causa- 
tive: quia (lingua) peccata omnigena parit; so also Herder: “the mainspring 
and the cause of all unrighteousness.” Gebser introduces something foreign 
into the explanation, taking xocuoc = the wicked world. Clericus, Hammond, 
Eichhorn, Kuinoel, and Hottinger, without any sufficient reason, think that 
the words are to be expunged from the text as spurious. — Whilst almost all 
expositors refer 6 kécopoe tij¢ ddixiac to what precedes (to which, according to 
the reading of the Rec. which has ofrwe before the following 4 yAéooa, it 
necessarily belongs), Tisch. has put a point after rip but not after aduciac;? 
and Neander translates: “As a world full of unrighteousness, the tongue is 
among our members;” so also Lange construes it. But this construction 
is not only difficult, but isolates too much the first thought 4 yAdcca nip, 
which only has a correct meaning when it is closely connected with what 
follows. — The new clause accordingly begins with 7 yAdooa, and xadiorarat 
has its necessary supplement in what follows: 4 omAotoa, «.7.4.—Kadiorarat 
can neither here nor in chap. iv. 4 mean i stands: the perfect only has this 
meaning, but not the present; it means: i sets itself, it appears (Wiesinger). 


culture, because it is that which sophistically, 


translate the Hebrew sa¥ by xdcpos; see Gen. 
ii. 1; Deut. iv. 19, xvii. 3; Isa. xxiv. 21, xl. 26, 

1 Lange, indeed, grants that xéomos is not 
an active idea, but he yet thinks that we must 
return to the original signification of the word, 
and he then explains it: ‘the tongue is the 
form of the world, worldiiness, or worldly 


etc., gives to unrighteousness its worldly ... 
and even splendid form.” But is not the idea 
so explained taken in an active sense? 

2 Lachmann and Buttmann have, by leaving 
out the punctuation, left the pointing to the 
expositor, 
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Also the explanations are false: “it is so placed” (Pott); collocata est (Beza, 
Piscator, Schneckenburger); “it becomes (such) ” (De Wette, appealing to 
Rom, y. 19), and “it rules ” (Lange, appealing to Heb. viii. 3)." Theile arbi-- 
trarily completes the idea: haud raro. The words which follow mention 
how the tongue appears among the members — as that which defileth the whole 
body. The idea.omoiv, to which certainly rip is not suited, is suggested by 
the apposition 6 kdopoe tig ddixiac. Only with the following participle does 
James carry on the image of fire; it is artificial to assume in omAody a refer- 
ence to it. Bengel: maculans, ut ignis per fumum; comp. on this passage 
Eccles. v. 5. Neither the double «ai (for how often the several xai succeed each 
other in a simple copulative sense!) nor the omission of the article before 
the two participles (comp. chap. iv. 11, 14) preves that the participles which 
follow Ka? gdoyifovea and kab odoyfouévn are subordinated to omAoioa (Wie- 
singer). This construction could only be considered as correct if the two 
participles analyzed the idea omAodoa 6A. r. odua into its individual parts or 
confirmed it; but neither of these is the case here ; they rather add to this 
idea two new points. The object 7d» tpoyxdv tipc yevéoewc, belonging to @Aoyi- 
Govoa, has found very different explanations. The word rpoyéc, according to 
its etymology, denotes something running, and, although used of other rota- 
tory orbs, as particularly of the potter’s wheel, it is especially used as a 
designation of a wheel, 1 Kings vii. 30 ff.; Ezek. i. 15, 19,20. The word 
yéveotg can here be only in the same sense as in chap. i. 23; the compound 
idea: the wheel of birth, i.e., “the wheel revolving from birth,” is a figurative 
designation of human life.1 Thus Gebser in particular correctly explains 
it: “the wheel which is set in motion from our birth, i.e., a poetical descrip- 
tion of life;” so also Brii¢kner and Bouman. The explanations of Oecu- 
menius,? Calvin, Laurentius, Hornejus, Pott, Neander, amount to the same 
thing. Also Estius, Grotius, Carpzov, Michaelis, understand life, only de- 
riving this idea in a different manner. They explain tpoyde (for which 
Grotius would read rpdyor) = cursus, yéveoue = natura, and cursus naturae = 
vita; by this explanation, however, the figurative nature of the expression 
suffers. Wiesinger (with whom Rauch agrees), deviating from this expla- 
nation, prefers to understand by it the whole body (éAov 7d cdua), tpoyd¢ de- 
noting either the wheel (by which, then, rpoyd¢ r. yer, would be the revolving. 
wheel of existence, of life, namely, of that to which the tongue belongs), or 
{which Wiesinger prefers) the circumference (thus poy. tr. yev. would be the 
circumference of being, i.e., the circumference belonging to the tongue from 
birth, native to it). But, on the one hand, it is not to be supposed that 
James, after using the ordinary expression Sov 7d cGya, should express the 
same thing figuratively without the least indication of the identity of mean- 
ing; and, on the other hand, it is opposed to the first interpretation that the 
body is not to be represented as a wheel, and to the second that tpoyéc is taken 
in a sense which it never has, for it never means the circumference, but at 
the most the round border which encloses something. Other expositors go 
beyond the restriction of the expression to the life of the individual, — 


‘1 Comp, Anacreon, Od. iv. 7: tpoxds dppa- 2 tpoxds* & Bios ws cis éauTdov aveduTTomee 
Tos yap ola Biotos tpexer KuALoOels, vos. 
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which is evidently required by the foregoing éAov 7d oGua, — either, with 
Wolf, appealing to the Hebrew n199)A 244, explaining it: indesinens suB- 
BESSIO HOMINUM aliorum post alios nascentium (thus Lambert, Bos, Alberti, 
Augusti, Stiudlin),? or taking rpoxy6¢ = Kéxhoc, yéveow = kriow, and accordingly 
Tpox. T. yevéoewc = “the circle of creation;” thus De Wette, and among the 
earlier interpreters Beza (in the edition of 1565), Crusius, Coccejus. All 
these ideas are foreign to the context. If the first explanation drags some- 
thing “foreign” into it, the second bears besides “a monstrous character” 
(Wiesinger). Still less is the explanation of Lange to be justified: “the 
wheel of the development of life, primarily of the Jewish nation, and then 
further of all mankind,” since yéveoue never denotes development of life. 


The following are other explanations which are refuted by their arbitrariness 
and rarity: (1) that of Semler, who explains it ordo generandi, according to 
the expression occurring in Plutarch: morayov tig yevéoews évdeAeyOc; (2) that of 
Bengel: ‘‘ rota sive sphaera superior est ipsa natura humana rationalis; gehenna 
vero est pars profundior cor; lingua in medio ex inferioribus inflammatur et 
superiora inflammat;’’ (3) that of Meyer (Observatt. ad Ep. Jacobi), who 
takes the expression = sanguinis orbis seu circulato; lastly, (4) that of Kypke, 
who assumes that the rota poenalis is figuratively meant, cujus radiis illiga- 
_ bantur rei, and that accordingly gAoyifew rov tpoy. 7. yevéorews means: augere 
vitae hujus cruciatus. 


The verb @Aoyifer is in the N. T. dz. Aey.; in the LXX. it is found in 
Exod. ix. 24; Num. xxi. 14; Ps. xevii. 3, and other places. The figurative 
expression, which refers back to mip, indicates the fatal effect which the 
tongue, from which the pollution of the whole body proceeds, exercises on 
the life of man, whilst it pervades the same by its passionate heat. James 
so presents it, that being 6 xéoyoc tie ddixiac, and thus concentrating in itself 
(or in word) a fulness of unrighteousness, it forms, as it were, the axle 
round which the wheel of life moves, and by which it is set on fire. Morus 
incorrectly understands gioyitew “de damnis, quae lingua dat;” but the dis- 
course is not concerning the injury which man suffers, but concerning his 
moral conduct; still less corresponding is the explanation of Michaelis, ac- 
cording to which @oyigew = to inflame, and that in the words of James the 
thought is contained: “lingua saepe alii excitantur, ut insano studio mala ingre- 
diantur.” The representation that the tongue defiles the whole body and 
sets the life on fire is, as Wiesinger correctly remarks, not to be justified by 
the remark that all sins have their foundation in the sins of the tongue, but 
rests on the observation that dpy7, before it manifests itself in other ways, 
first and foremost appears in word, and thus the tongue is its most direct 
organ.? The second participial sentence states whence the tongue receives 


1 Already the Syriac version translates: 
“jincendit proventus generationum nostrarum, 
quae currunt sicut rotae.” 

2 The view that James considered the tongue 
as the source of a@// sin is erroneous, since he, 
however prominently he brings forward the 


destructive power of the tongue, yet never as- 
serts this, The restriction to dpy% is justified 
by the Epistle itself. See i. 19, 20, 26, ii. 9, 10, 
13 (the opposite év mpaitnt copias), 14, etc. 
According to this, in this edition the text in 
some places has been rectified. 
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this destructive power (@4oyiewv), by which also the idea that it is Kooyoc rij¢ 
éduxiac finds its justification. The participle gAoyiouévn is to be retained in 
the sense of the present; it has neither the meaning of the perfect, as if the 
tongue had been only once set on fire by yeévva, nor is it, with Grotius, Mill, 
Benson, Semler, Storr, Rosenmiiller, to be taken as future, and to be referred 
to future punishment. The expression yeévva, except in the Synoptics, is 
only found here; in Matt. v. 22, xviii. 9, Mark ix. 47, it is used for a more 
exact description of the genitive rod mupéc. The thought that the tongue is 
set on fire of hell is not to be explained away either by ex inferno being para- 
phrased by Theile by igne diabolico, and this by igne foedissimo ac funestissimo ; 
or by being explained with Morus: tantus est ille ignis, ut ex geennae igne 
VIDEATUR esse incensus. James means that as émvuia (or more precisely 
épy#), whose most direct organ is the tongue, has its origin from the devil, it 
is thus from hell (see ver. 15). Also in the O. T. the injurious effects of 
the tongue are described; see Ps. lii. 4, exx. 3, 4, Prov. xvi. 27, and other 
passages (Ecclus. v. 18 ff., xxviii. 11 ff.); yet in all these passages the dis- 
course is only on the evil which is inflicted by it on others, or on the punish- 
ment which befalls the man who misuses it. This peculiar thought of James 
has its counterpart in no passage of the O. T. 

Vv. 7, 8. In these verses the untamable power of the tongue is adduced. 
The particle yap here indicates neither simply the transition (Pott), nor is it 
to be referred to peyadavyet (Wiesinger), separated from it by vv. 5, 6, nor 
only to the last thought, gdoy:Couévy, «.7.A. (Lange); but it is used as a logical 
particle, whilst the truth expressed in these verses substantiates the judg- 
ment contained in vv. 5,6. The relation of these two verses to each other 
is, that ver. 8 contains the principal thought, and ver. 7, on the other hand, 
a thought subordinate to it, which is only added in order to make that 
thought more emphatic. The meaning is: Whereas man tames all animals, 
yet he cannot tame the tongue. By gvouw is to be understood not the genus 
(Augusti, Gebser, Bretschneider, Schneckenburger), but the qualitas natu- 
ralis, and in such a manner that James has in view not the relation of the 
individual man to the individual beast, but the relation of human nature to 
animal nature in general, however this may differ in the different kinds of 
animals. The totality of beasts is expressed by four classes, which are 
arranged in pairs, namely, quadrupeds and birds, creeping beasts and fishes. — 
@npia are not “beasts generally ” (Pott), nor specially “wild beasts” (Eras- 
mus, Vatablus, Piscator, Baumgarten, Theile, Bouman). — rad épmera are 
neither terrestrial animals generally (Pott, Hottinger), nor only serpents 
(Luther, Calvin, Grotius, and others), but it is used here in the same mean- 
ing as in Gen. i. 24, 25 (LXX. éprerd, as the translation of &)2); see Acts 
x. 12; Rom. i. 23. —évada (Gz, Aey.) denotes either fish simply, or likewise 
all worms living in the water; Luther incorrectly translates it “sea wonders,” 
and Stier “sea monsters.” There is here the same classification as in Gen. 
ix. 2 in the LXX. (which may have been before the mind of James).1 The 
dominion of human nature over the brute creation is expressed by the verb 


1 74 Onpia THs yiisy TA METELWa TOD Ovpavod, TA KWOUMEVA emt THS Yiis, ot txOveus THs Oaddoons. 
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dauatew (1.e., so to subdue, that what is subdued submits to the will of the 
subduer), because it supposes the subjection of something resisting (see 
Mark v. 4). That James only thought on wild animals does not follow from 
this. The perfect dedduacrw is added to the present dayéfera: in order to 
represent the present taming as that which had already taken place in the 
past. It is incorrect to resolve daydfera: into dapdleoda dévarac (Hottinger, 
Schneckenburger), for it treats not only of the possibility, but of the actu- 
ality. —rq ¢tce Tr. dvdp. is not the dat. commodi, but the dative used with 
the passive, instead of the construction with im, ¢ioc has the same 
meaning as before; accordingly not ingenii solertia (Hornejus, Hottinger, 
Schneckenburger). 

Ver. 8. The chief thought is marked by dé, as a contrast to the foregoing. 
With rv yAdooav is meant not the tongue of others (Estius, Grotius, Horne- 
jus, Baumgarten), but one’s own tongue (according to Lange, both are indi- 
cated, the last primarily). The remark of Bengel is also unsuitable: nemo 
alius, viz ipse quisque. ‘The words ovdele dévatat dvdpdtwv daudtew (or more 
correctly, after B, C: obdele Saudoa divara: avépérwv, because the accent is on 
dauaoa) are to be understood in all their sharpness; the weakening comple- 
_ tion of the Schol. in Matthaei: edxdAwc dnrady cai dvev révov, is false. By this 

thought, what was said in ver. 2 now receives its full light. The moral 
earnestness of the author urges him at the close to the exclamation: dxara- 
oratov Kakdv, x.7.2..; hence the independent form of this addition (see Winer, 
p. 471 [E. T., 532]). By dxaréorarov (unsteady, restless, see chap. i. 8) the 
unrest of the passions is indicated, not simply with reference to what fol- 
lows, unsteadfastness (De Wette).1 This reading is to be preferred to that of 
the Rec. dxarécyerov (not to be tamed), “because it adds a new idea after 
obdete daudou duv. avop.”” (Wiesinger). — The image of the poisonous serpent 
lies at the foundation of the second exclamation: yeory lod Gavarnddpov; comp. 
Ps. cx. 4. 

Vv. 9, 10, are closely connected with the foregoing; but not as if “the 
unsteadfastness of the tongue is further described” (De Wette), nor as if 
the duplicity of the tongue is added as a new point (Lange), but for the 
purpose of prominently showing how the tongue, although it praises God, 
yet proves itself to be an dxardoratoy KGkov, wecTH Tod Oavat. It is to be ob- 
served that this expression, as the first person plural shows, refers to Chris- 
tians among whom the edAoyeiv rdv xipov occurs. James does not hesitate to 
include himself, knowing that naturally he was entirely the same as others.” 
James first places beside each other, by a simple copulative conjunction, the 
two contradictory acts which man performs by the tongue, namely, the ebAo- 
yeiv Tov Kopov and the Kkarapaodai Tove dvopwrove. The preposition év is instru- 
mental, as in Luke xxii. 29 and elsewhere. By the repetition of év airq in 


the representative of his people in the name of 


1 Comp. Hermas, Past. ii. Mand. 2: rovnpov 
the guilty people.”” But both suppositions are 


TVED ULE COTLY H KaTAAGALa, Kal akatdaraTov Sat- 


poviov. 

2 Lange finds a difficulty in James includ- 
ing himself, ‘* which is to be solved either by 
taking the second clause as a question expres- 
sive of surprise, or by hearing James speak as 


equally impossible; the coutext contradicts the 
first, and the fact that James could have no 
reason to consider himself as the representa- 
tive of the Jewish people contradicts the 
second. 
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the second clause, the antithesis is yet more strongly marked. ebdoyeiv and 
karapacha are correlate expressions, since the former, as the translation of 
the Hebrew 13, has properly the meaning “to bless; ” in reference to God, 
as here, it means laudibus celebrare, to praise; comp. Ps. exlv. 21, and other 
passages. — The combination of rédv kipiov kal marépa (instead of the Rec. rav 
Ozdv x. 7.) a8 a designation of God (for by «épio¢ is not here to be understood 
Christ) is unusual; comp. chap. i. 27. This twofold name designates God 
on the side of His power and on the side of His love (comp. Matt. xi. 25). 
— In the second clause the important description : rode cad’ duoiwow Oeod yeyo- 
vorac, is annexed to Tod¢ dvOpimovc, by which the contradiction of the action 
described still more pointedly appears. The thought and expression agree 
with Gen. i. 26. Also, according to this, sinful man is still a being created 
after the image of God. Were the expression merely to be referred to what 
man originally was, but which he has ceased tovbe, the point of James’s say- 
ing would be broken. Bengel correctly observes: remanet nobilitas INDELE- 
vitis. Benson, Pott, Gebser, and Semler arbitrarily restrict the contents of 
this verse to the conduct of those who set themselves up as teachers.1 

Ver. 10. First a repetition of the saying in brief expressive combination, 
by which the accent is placed on airos. With the words ob ypy raita obtwc 
yiveoda, James adds the condemnation of the conduct described. — The im- 
personal verb ypq is in the N. T. dz. Aey.; the usual word is dei, from which 
it does not differ in meaning. —raira obrwe]. The union of these two words 
serves for the sharpening of the idea; raira designates the contents; obzwe, 
the form of the action; incorrectly, Bengel: raira bona; ottw adjunctis malis. 

Ver. 11. Illustration of the unnaturalness of the conduct mentioned by 
an image taken from nature: Does the fountain from the same hole send forth 
the sweet and the bitter? — mnyn]. The article is not here for the sake of 
liveliness (Schneckenburger: articuius fontem quasi ante oculos pingit), but is 
used because mnyf is ates ge eee rag — éx the abthg ogc]. dmh, the hol- 
low, Heb. xi. 38, Exod. xxxili. 22, Obad. ver. 3, is here the hole from which 
the water of the fountain streams forth. % xy# refers to man; 4% é77, to the 
mouth. The chief accent is on airy, which points back to é« rod abrod orbya- 
toc, ver. 10. — Bpbew, an adm. Aey., properly to sprout forth, then to overflow, 
is here used transitively, to cause to flow forth. — 7d yAveb and 7d mKxpdv indi- 

cate, indeed, the two different kinds of water, yet linguistically rd édwp is not 
to be supplied; the former refers to ciAoyeiv, and the latter to katapaopat. 
With this verse James says only that happens not in nature, which occurs 
in the case of man, out of whose mouth proceed blessing and cursing. The 
following verse first expresses the impossibility. 

Ver. 12. This verse shows, by examples taken from nature, that from 
one principle opposite things cannot be produced, but that any cause can 
only bring forth that which corresponds to its nature. Semler incorrectly 
paraphrases the first question: ji dévatac ovy tdaiac moupoar: an fieri potest, ut 


1 Semler’s view is very strange: “hi inter pression chiefly to Christians, and specially 
publicas Dei laudes, etiam exsecrationes et to Jewish Christians, “in whom the likeness 
tristia omnia praeibant in Romanis!” Tt is of God, that is, the actuality and visibility of 
equally a mistake when Lange refers the ex- _ the image, has re-appeared.” 
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Jicus, cujus est DULCIS natura, producat AMARAS oleas; for that here the con- 
trast of sweet and bitter (which only the last clause of the verse resumes) is 
not designed to be expressed, is evident from what immediately follows: 7 
dunehoc obxa, Where James would otherwise have mentioned the olive instead 
of the vine. The idea is, rather, that nothing can bring forth that which is 
not corresponding to its nature.! Consequently the opinion of De Wette, 
that here thisiles (according to Matt. vii. 16), or something similar, instead 
of duredoc, would be more appropriate, is incorrect. — To the question follows 
as its conclusion the negative clause: obre ddvxov yavad rovjoa bdup, which is 
so construed as if the former sentence, not only in meaning, but also in form, 
was a negative one; obre (N: otdé) and the omission of divara are thus to be 
explained. — ddvxév is the subject, and y/v«d tdwp the object; mojo is used 
in the same signification as before; thus: Nor can bitter bring forth sweet 
water. The opposite ideas dAvxdv and yAveb are emphatically placed beside 
each other. James hereby indicates, that if from one mouth the bitter 
(namely, the xarépa) and also the sweet (namely, the evdoyia) proceed, this is 
not only morally reprehensible, to which ver. 10 points, but is something 
impossible; accordingly, the person who curses man, who is made after the 
image of God, cannot also bless (praise) God, and that thus, if the mouth 
yet express both, the edAoyetv can only be mere seeming and hypocrisy 
(Lange).? 

Ver. 13. With this verse apparently begins a new section, which, how- 
ever, stands in close connection with the warning in ver. 1, whilst the true 
wisdom is here contrasted with the false wisdom of which the readers boasted, 
and by which they considered themselves qualified to teach. Also here in 
the words, ric cogde kal érothuwv év buir, the chief point is again placed at the 
beginning. These words are usually understood as a direct question (Tisch- 
endorf and Winer, p. 152 [E. T., 169]); on the other hand, Lachmann 
has only placed a comma after ipiv, which is approved by Al. Buttmann 
(p. 217 [E. T., 252]); an inversio structurae then here takes place; whilst 
“the direct interrogative form, owing to the construction which follows, 
passed naturally over into the meaning of the kindred relative clause.” 
Certainly in the N. T. the direct question is frequently used instead of the 
indirect, indeed instead of the relative pronoun; also in the usual meaning 
“the disruption of the clauses, as well as the asyndetic transition to dear 
without any subject,” is surprising. But, on the other hand, the discourse 


1 Comp. Arrian, Zpikt. ii. 20: mas yap Svva- advKov (iSwp) is considered as the fountain 
Tat GuTeAOS Ly GTEALK@S KLVELTOaL GAN’ édaikOs, Which cannot bring forth yAved vdwp, and ac- 
H éAaia waAw mi éAaixas GAA’ duTEALKOS 3; aL7- cordingly points to the bitter disposition, from 
xavov, advavonrov; comp. also Plut., De Trang. which only that which is bitter (namely, the 
An. p. 472 BE. i bitter karapa), but not that which is sweet 


2 Buttmann (p. 315 [E. T., 867]), following (namely, the evAoyia), can proceed. Lange 
Lachmann, prae/. p. xliv., assumes a corrup- correctly observes, ‘‘ that the multiplying of ex- 


tion of the passage. amples has the effect of illustrating the general 

8 Gunkel incorrectly thinks that ver. 12 application of the law of life here laid down;”’ 
only discloses the unnaturalness of the con- but he strangely supposes that ‘the individual 
duct denounced in ver. 10, for wy Svvatae evi- examples have a symbolical meaning;” the 


dently expresses impossibility. It is also to be fig-tree, the symbol of a luxurious natural life; 
observed, that in the last clause of ver. 12 the olives, the symbols of spiritual life, etc. 
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by the direct question evidently gains in liveliness, as it is, moreover, peculiar 
to the diction of James; see, however, Ecclus. vi. 34, to which Schnecken- 
burger appeals in support of the incorrect opinion that ru is here the indefi- » 
nite pronoun. — cogd¢ kal émorquwy]. The same combination of these two 
words is found in Deut. i. 18, iv. 6, LXX., as the translation of the Hebrew 
1132) DIN; comp. also Hos. xiv. 9. If James here considered these two 
synonymous ideas as different, cogéc is to be referred to the general, and 
émoruwv to the particular. Wiesinger refers the former to the intelligence, 
and the latter to the practical insight into the correct judgment of any given 
case; others differently. — That whosoever is actually wise is to show it by 
action, is the chief thought of the following sentence. The construction of 
deZirw With é and the object following on it, reminds us of chap. ii. 18: 
deigw éx Tov Epywov wov THY riot, but the relation is not entirely the same. In 
that passage mioric is the invisible, which is to manifest itself as the visible 
by épya; but here both 7 «a2 dvactpoey and ra épya abrov are visible; the for- 
mer is the general, the latter is the particular, which as individual special 
manifestations proceed from it. The verb deixvyu: means here, as there, not 
to prove or demonstrate, but to show. The addition év xpabrnts— which is to 
be connected neither with ra gpya aitot nor with tie Karge avacrpogye, forming 
one idea, but belongs to deédrw, more exactly defined by é« rie . . . airod — 
has the principal accent, as mpairne cogiac, i.e., the meekness springing from 
wisdom, and therefore peculiar to it (opposite of opy7), is the necessary con- 
dition under which the showing forth of works out of a good conversation 
alone is possible. The mode in which the individual ideas of the sentence 
are united together is certainly somewhat surprising, but it is explainable 
from the fact that James placed together all the points which occurred to 
him as briefly as possible. James might have put 7) codiay aitod as the 
object belonging to deédrw; but instead of this he puts ra gpya abrod, in con- 
formity with the importance which works have to him, in which as faith 
(ii. 10) so also wisdom manifests itself. He then makes the idea codia to 
follow in the adverbial addition év xpairnt cogiac. The sentence might also 
be divided by a point after dvacrpogz¢; then the first clause would mean: let 
him show it out of a good conversation; and the second clause might either be 
taken as an addition dependent on deiéétw (so Neander: “works performed 
in meekness suitable to wisdom”), or a verb would have to be supplied. 
However, the detachment of the second clause decides against this construc- 
tion. ¢ copod is not, with Schneckenburger, Theile, Wiesinger, to be sup- 
plied to airod, as the reference to wisdom is contained in the additional 
clause; but also airod must not be referred to oogéc (his works, that is, of 
the wise man), but it refers to the subject contained in detéro (thus Lange 
and Briickner). The whole idea xpairne cogiac is neither to be resolved into 
mpasia copia (Beza, Grotius, Baumgarten, Semler, Gebser, Hottinger, Schneck- 
enburger), nor into xpabrne cogf (Laurentius), but to be explained: “the 
meekness which is proper to wisdom, and proceeds from it” (Wiesinger), or 
“in which oogia evidences itself” (Lange).! With the emphasis on xpairne 


1 Luther inaccurately translates the passage: ‘who shows with his good conversation his 
works in meekness and wisdom.” 
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James passes on to Bpaddc eic dpyfv (chap. i. 29), of which what follows is a 
further explication. 

Ver. 14. As meekness belongs to wisdom, so he who has in his heart 
Ghdoc muxod¢ and épideia boasts of wisdom without any right. As this was the 
case with his readers, James now directly addresses them: «i dé . . . &yere]. 
To GjAoc, zeal, — which is here, as frequently, used in a bad sense, —is added 
the adjective mx«péc for the sake of strengthening it, perhaps with reference 
to vv. 11 and 12 (Grotius, Pott, Gebser). —épueia has in the N. T. the 
meaning controversial spirit, or, more definitely, partisanship; comp. Rom. 
ii. 8; 2 Cor. xii. 20 (see Meyer on both passages); Gal. v. 20; Phil. i. 17, 
ii. 3; in 2 Cor. xii. 20 and Gal. v. 20, GA and bvuoi are united together as 
plurals. — év 77 xapdig tuév], in contrast with the word of his readers, boast- 
ing of their wisdom. —In the apodosis: pa kataxavydobe kat pebdecbe Kata The 
dAnoeiac, neither the first nor the second verb is to be converted into a parti- 
ciple; certainly xara in the first verb refers to xara rig dAnd., and so far already 
contains the idea of lying, but James designed prominently to bring forward 
this, and therefore he adds xa? Weideobe to xaraxavydobe. On xaraxavyiobe, comp. 
chap. ii. 13 (see Winer, p. 417 [E. T., 470, note 3]). In xaraxavyaoge the 
reference is to others, in weideode to one’s own conscience (Lange). In order 
to avoid the tautology in peidecbe and «ard 7. dAndeiac, Wiesinger understands 
by Gandeia “truth in an objective Christian sense—the Christian truth, by 
the possession of which they fancied themselves codoi.”1 But, on the con- 
trary, it is to be considered that that which, logically considered, appears as 
mere tautology, receives another import, when not only the understanding 
but also the disposition is recognized as a factor of the construction; so it is 
here.? 

Ver. 15. The character of the cogia from which bitter zeal and partisan- 
ship proceed. — od« éoriv airy 7 cogia]. abrn is not to be separated from 7 cogia, 
but forms along with it the subject. Luther incorrectly translates: “for 
this is not the wisdom,” ete. By airy 7 codia is meant that wisdom by which 
man has jAov mxpov in his heart, or that from which it springs; the predi- 
cate to it is: ob« éotw dvobev Katepyouévn.—ovx éorrv emphatically precedes, 
and the participle takes the place of an adjective (De Wette, Wiesinger, 
Winer, p. 313 [E. T., 350]). Gebser, Pott, Schneckenburger, incorrectly 
explain éorw Katepyouévn = xatépyerat. On the idea dvwber xarepy., comp. chap. 
i. 17.— As an ungodly wisdom it is characterized by three adjectives which 
form a climax: éniyewc, puxuKn, Jarworrddnc. — émiyetoc expresses the sharpest 
contrast to dvwbev xarepyouévy, that wisdom being designated as such which 
belongs not to heaven, but to earth. That it is sinful (“taking root in a 
whole life of sin,’ Kern, Wiesinger) is not yet expressed. James calls it 
wuxixh, inasmuch as it belongs not to the rvedua, but, in contrast to it, to the 
earthly life of the soul; see Meyer on 1 Cor. ii. 14, and author’s explanation 
of Jude 19. These two first ideas are abstractly not of an ethical character, 
but they become so by being considered in contrast to the heavenly and the 


1 According to Lange, the theocratic truth 9 Compare, moreover, Isocrates, De Pace, 
is to be understood which ,the Jewish: zealots P- 165: dvapevSer0ar THs adyGetas. 
professed to protect. 
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spiritual. It is otherwise with the third idea: dayowadyc. This word (im, 
aey.) = devilish, betokens both the origin and the nature,and is to be taken 
not in a figurative, but in its literal sense; comp. ver. 6, chap. iv. 7; incor- 
rectly, Hottinger: impuro genio magis quam homine digna.* 

Ver. 16. Reason of the judgment expressed in ver. 15. With the intro- 
ductory words: émov yap GjAuc Kad épifeia, James points back to ver. 14; with 
the following words: éxei, «.7.4,, he names the fruit of GjAoc and épileia; these 
are dxatactacia and mév daddov mpdyua; cxataotacia is uproar, disorder.2 An 
uproarious, disorderly nature proceeds not from God: ob yép éorw dxatacraciag 
6 Oedc, dd’ elpgync, 1 Cor. xiv. 33. — To this special idea, which is particularly 
brought forward on account of the condition of those to whom James writes, 
the general idea: every evil deed, is added, in order to lay stress on the fact 
that zeal and partisanship bring along with them the corruption of the whole 
moral life. Of a wisdom which effects this, that must naturally hold good 
which is said of it in ver. 15. — The supposition of Kern, to which De Wette 
assents, that the here presupposed controversies between Jewish and Gentile 
Christians are alluded to, is properly rejected by Briickner. 

Ver. 17. The character of the true wisdom, which (in contrast to ver. 15) 
is designated as 7 dvwHev cogia]. Comp. with this expression, Proy. ii. 6; Wisd. 
of Sol. vii. 25, 26; Philo, De Profug., p. 571: codia dvuabev dbu3pnbeioa.an’ obpavod; 
De Nom. Mut.: obpavic copia. — npdrov piv dyvn éorw]. By xparov yév this char- 
acteristic is distinguished from the rest, which are introduced by ézecra, be- 
cause it belongs to its nature, “designates its internal quality” (Kern). It 
is dyvf, 1.€., kafapd Kal dpurapdc, undevde TOV capKiKdv dvtexouévy (Oecumenius); , 
thus free from all impurity. Lange explains éyvf by consecrated, incorrectly 
according to N. T. usage; even in the classics, the reference to the gods suf- 
ficiently often steps into the background. —In the series of characteristics 
following after éraza, which describe oogia according to its manifestations 
(Kern), the first three are named which indicate the contrasts to tAoc and 
épileia: elpnvexh, peaceful (comp. eipyvoroc, Matt. v. 9): éncecnfe, fair, mild; 
see on 1 Tim. iii. 3 (not = yielding): evmebyc, dm. Aey. (Opposite dmewAc, Tit. 
ill. 5): easy to persuade, that is, pliant, not contending in party strife. — 
Then follows peory éAéove kal kaprév dyabov, by which it is described as. rich 
in active love: ééove is particularly mentioned, because compassion is the 
most direct proof of love; comp. chap. i. 27, ii, 18; xaprév dyabdv forms 
the contrast to rav gaidov mpayyua. — The series closes with two words — united 
by similarity of sound — ddcixperoc, évuroxperoc, Which express the contrast to 
every thing of an uncertain and hypocritical nature. ddaxpirog is differently 
explained according to the different meanings of the root daxpiveotar: Luther 
renders it impartial; Lorinus, Hornejus, Grotius. (“sine partitione, nempe ini- 


1 The explanation of Hornejus contains and refers émvy. to ** the chiliastic claims to the 
arbitrary statements: ‘‘ ¢ervena, quia avaritiae dominion of the earth.” Without any justifi- 


dedita est, quae operibus terrenis inhiat; anié- cation, Schwegler finds here an allusion to the 
malis, quia ad animi lubidines accommodatur; wisdom of the Gnostics. 

daemoniaca, quod ambitioni et superbiae ser- 2 Comp. Prov. xxvi. 28; 160 doreyov movet 
vit, quae propria diaboli vitia sunt;’? and axatactacias. | 


equally so that of Lange, who finds here char- 8 Tiib. Zeitschr., 1835, ii. 59. 
acterized ‘‘ Judaistic and Ebionite zealotism,” ' 
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qua”), Baumgarten, Estius, Schulthess, Hottinger, Kern, Schneckenburger, 
Lange (“not separatistic, not sectarian”), and others understand it in the 
same sense; Beza explains it by “quae non discernit homines;” similarly 
Gebser undivided, that is, those who have the true wisdom do not separate 
from each other; the explanation of Pott: pacificus, agrees with this; the 
Vulgate, on the other hand, renders it non judicans ; and Semler: nec temere 
judicans de aliis Christianis, qui suo more vivunt. It is best to start from the 
meaning of daxpivecdar as it occurs in the N. T., to doubt, and accordingly, 
with De Wette and Wiesinger, to take ddvéxperoc = expers omnis cujuscunque 
ambiguitatis et dubitationis (similarly Wetstein = non duplex).1 dvurdxpirog is 
unhypocritical, upright; see Rom. xii. 9; 2 Cor. vi. 6. — These two charac- 
teristics are also added with special reference to the state of things among 
the readers. On ddudxperoc, see chap. i. 6-8, 11. 4; on dvuméxpiroc, chap. i. 22, 
26, ii. 1.— All the characteristics are attributed to true wisdom from the 
effects which it produces among those who are partakers of it; since it makes 
them pure, peaceable, etc. ; the virtues of which it is the source belong to it. 

Ver. 18. As in ver. 16 the fruit of GjAoc, and thus of false wisdom on 
which it is founded, is named, so in this verse is the fruit of true wisdom, 
which is eipyvixh.—Kaprd¢ ducawoobvac . . . omeiperas.is a pregnant expression 
for: the seed, which yields the fruit of righteousness, is sown (Wiesinger, Bou- 
man, Lange). sxaocivn is not justification (Gebser, Schneckenburger), but 
righteousness or uprighiness. The genitive is that of apposition, and announces 
wherein the xapréc consists. This xaprd¢ dexavocivys forms the antithesis to 
dxatactacia Kal nav gaidtov mpayya, ver. 16. dixaoovvy is by various expositors 
incorrectly referred. to the future life. — omeipera: is to be retained in its 
literal meaning, from which there is no reason to depart, when the preg- 
nant form of the expression is kept in view. Briickner converts the idea 
without justification into that of dispersing, i.e., of profuse spending; Pott 
falsely explains omeipera by. dei omeipectar. The sower is not to be considered 
as God (Brickner), for from the whole context the discourse is not concern- 
ing the conduct of God, but of the Christian. The addition év eipqvy is not 
to be combined with kaprd¢ duxatoctyn¢ (Rauch) or with dccavocivnc (Kern: 
righteousness before God, which manifests itself in peace with God) as one 
idea, but it belongs to the verb, and announces the condition by which only 
the seed sown yields the fruits of righteousness; it is in antithesis to ¢jAv¢ 
Kat ép.eia, ver. 16. — De Wette incorrectly takes év eipyvy = cic eipyyny, in hope 
of peace. —toic¢ rowvow eipyynv (= eipnvoroic, Matt. v. 9) is either the dativus 
actionis (Wiesinger, De Wette, formerly in this commentary; Lange uncer- 
tainly) announcing who are the sowers, or dativus commodi (Brickner, Bou- 
mian) announcing for whose use the «apmd¢ dix. is sown; in the latter case the 
mowobytec elpvgv are likewise to be considered as sowers (De Wette considers 
it possible that the dativus commodi may by its importance have supplanted 


1 The same signification is also adopted by conflicting doubts. James’s meaning is hardly 
WNeander, when he says, having man in view: to be described in one word. The notion of 
“James requires inner unity of soul, assured impartiality or simplicity is most in accordance 
conviction, so that the soul be not driven to with it.” 
and fro by extraneous considerations, and by 


124 THE EPISTLE OF JAMES. 


bnd tov, «.7.A.). The latter explanation is more corresponding to the context, 
as it is already indicated in év eipgvy omeiperac that the sowing can only be by 
such as are in possession of codia eipyvixq, and it was particularly brought 
forward that the righteousness springing from the’seed is only imparted. to 
those who make peace. Accordingly, the meaning of the sententious expres- 
sion is: that the seed of righteousness sown in peace yields righteousness 
only to the peaceable. This explanation agrees in essentials with that of 
Wiesinger and Bouman, also of Lange, who, however, blends with it some- 
thing foreign to it, and thinks on the future harvest of righteousness. De- 
viating from this, De Wette renders it: “The fruit (conduct, moral action) 
of righteousness is in hope of peace, as the seed of the heavenly harvest sown 
by them who practise peace.” Brickner: “The fruit (the produce) of right- 
eousness is in peace dispersed (namely, by God) for them who practise 
peace.” Kern: “That which springs up for the peaceable as the fruit of 
their sowing, that is, of their peaceful conduct, is righteousness before God, 
which manifests itself in peace with God.” 


CHAP. Iv. 125 


CHAPTER IV. 


Ver. 1. Before uayat, rdHev is to be repeated, after A, B, C, 8, etc. (Lachm., 
Tisch.). — Ver. 2. After xai rodeueire, obx éyere is to be read, according to almost 
_all testimonies (A, B, G, K, etc.); only a few min. insert 6é (the reading of Rec.); 
several others (C, &, etc.) read «a? ov« éyere; recommended by Griesbach, guar- 
anteed by Reiche; the insertion of the particle is explained from endeavoring 
more closely to connect the following with what goes before. — Ver. 4. Instead 
of the Rec. uovxo? kal worxadioec, after G, K, etc., A, B, several vss., Bede, have 
only powxadidec (Lachm., Tisch.); 8, pr., read only uowyadidec, but corrected posxor 
kat poryaA, Theile, Lange, Briickner (also Reiche) correctly consider the simple 
feminine as the original reading; otherwise De Wette, Bouman, and others. — 
Tisch. 7 remarks: “‘loco identidem considerato non possum quin teneam etiam- 
num lectionem jam in ed. anni 1841 a me defensam ;”’ see on this the exposition. 
S has a rovrov after xoouov, and instead of the genitive tod Oecd the dative 7@ Oca. 
— Ver. 5. On the pointing of this verse, see exposition. — Instead of the Rec. 
KatwoKnoev, after G, K, all min., vss., Theophylact, Oecumenius, Bede (Tisch.), 
Lachm. has, after A, B, &, etc., adopted xard¢xioev,— Ver. 7. A, B, 8, very 
many min., etc., have, after avriornte, the particle 6é (Lachm.), which is want- 
ing in G, K, many min., etc. (Rec., Tisch.); probably the 6é was omitted to give 
to the sentence an independent form; so also Lange; Bouman otherwise: ‘‘dé 
Sulciendae orationis caussa inculcatum est.’’ — Ver. 10. The article tov is to be 
omitted before xvpiov, according to the testimony of A, B, K, &, etc. — Ver. 11. 
Instead of xa? xpivov, Rec. after G,. K (Reiche, Bouman), etc., is, with Lachm. 
and Tisch., to be read 7 xpivwv, according to the testimony of A, B, several min., 
vss., etc. — Ver. 12. After A,B, 8, many min., almost all vss., the words ka? 
Kpitn¢ are, with Griesb., Lachm., Tisch., etc., to be added to 6 vouobéryc; they 
are wanting in the Ree. (after G, K, etc.); so also, according to the testimony 
of almost all authorities, the particle 0é is to be added after ob. —Instead of the 
Ree. 6¢ Kpivetc, after G, K, etc. (Bouman), 6 xpivwy is, with Lachm. and Tisch., 
to be read, after A, B, 8, several min.; also recommended by Griesbach; and 
instead of the Rec. rdv érepov, likewise with the same editors, Tov mAnaiov is to be 
read, after A, B, 8, etc. — Ver. 13. The Elz. ed. reads ojuepov 7) avpioy (thus in 
B, 8, Lachm.); but A, G, K, very many min., etc., have the reading adopted 
by Tisch.: of. cat abpiov, which must be considered genuine, as 7 appears to be 
a correction for the sake of simplification. —The Ree. (ed. Steph.) has the con- 
junctives mopevodiueda, mojowper, eutopevoopeda, xepdjowuer, after G, K, several 
min., etc. In A the two first verbs are in the conjunctive; in &, only the first 
verb, the others in the indicative; B, very many min., Vulg., and other vss., 
have only the indicative; so Lachm. and Tisch. The conjuctive appears to be 
a correction. — éva,' following évavrév, is omitted by Lachm.; the omission is, 
however, too slightly attested by B, 8, Vulg., etc., and, besides, is easily ex- 
plained as the statement of time here expressed by éva appeared unsuitable. — 
Ver. 14. Before ri¢ aipiv Tisch. reads, after G, K, &, the article 76 (Rec.); 
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Lachm., after A, 7é; Buttmann, after B, has omitted the article; he has also 
omitted the words ydp and # after roia, according to his statement after B (which 
Tisch. has not remarked), so that his reading is: oltwe¢ obx éniotaobe TH¢ atpiov 
noia Gu buov; see exposition. — After drui¢ Lachm., according to A, Vulg., has 
omitted the particle yép; it is, however, probably genuine, and only removed 
from the text as interrupting the sense. — Instead of the Rec. éor/v (after G, etc.), 
which is defended by Reiche and Bouman, Lachm. and Tisch. have rightly 
adopted éote; attested by A, B, K, very many min.; the change into éoriy is 
easily explained. In & the words dtyic¢ ydp éote are entirely wanting. — The 
Ree. érecra dé is a correction of the more difficult ée:ra cai, attested by A, B, K, 
&, ete.; G has érera 62 cat. — Ver. 15.. Buttmann reads 6éAy instead of GeAjon, 
against the testimony of all authorities. — The indicative Gyoouev . . . moujoouev 
(Lachm., Tisch., after A, B, 8, etc.) is to be preferred to the Rec. Gowuev... 
nonowuev (after G, K, etc.), not only according to authorities, but on account of 
the thought (Wiesinger, Lange). In some MSS. and vss. Gyowyev . . . moljoouev 
is found; this reading is incorrectly defended by Fritzsche (Leipz. Lit. Z., and 
Winer and Engelhardt’s Neues Krit. Journ., V.; 1826), Theile, Reiche, Bou- 
man, and others; Winer, p. 256 (E. T., 357), prefers to read both times the 
conjunctive; see exposition. — Ver. 16. Instead of xavydofe, § alone has xara- 
kavxdobe, — Instead of the form dAafoveiag (B**, K, Lachm., Tisch., 2, Buttm.), 
Tisch. 7 has adopted the form dAaloviare (A, B*, G). 


Ver. 1. The section beginning with this verse is in close connection with 
what goes before, pointing to the internal reason of the disorders in the con- 
gregations referred to. ‘The sudden transition is to be observed from the 
sentiment directly before expressed, that righteousness prospers only in 
peace, to the impressive question: réGev moAeuor, «.7.2., an answer to which 
follows in a second question “appealing to the conscience of the readers ” 
(Wiesinger). — médeuoe . . . udyar]. Synonymous terms, only to be distin- 
guished by the first denoting the general condition, and by the second the . 
single phenomena (Wiesinger, Lange, Bouman: réAeuoc = vehementior dimi- 
catio, uaxn = minus aperta concertatio); correctly, Laurentius: non loquitur 
apostolus de bellis et caedibus, sed de mutuis dissidiis, litibus, jurgiis et contentioni- 
bus. Several expositors, as Pott, Schulthess, Schneckenburger, arbitrarily 
limit these méAeuoe to contentions between teachers; according to De Wette 
and Wiesinger, contentions concerning meum and tuum are to be understood; 
but in what follows the object is not stated, but the cause of the contentions 
and dissensions among the readers.1— The repetition of xé#ev is explained 
from the liveliness of the emotion with which James speaks. —év buiv, among 
you. —The demonstrative oi« évreddev emphatically points to what follows; 
Bouman : graphica rei significatae est informatio, qua primum intento tanquam 
digito monstrantur, deinde diserte nominantur ai jdovai; Michaelis incorrectly 
assumes this as a separate question = ob« && Tod Kdouov Tobrov, John xviii. 36. 
By é rdv fdovdv tudv the internal reason of these dissensions is disclosed. 
noova is here by metonymy = énbuuia; they are lusts directed to earthly 
riches; not “a life of sensual indulgence as realized lusts” (Lange). — rav 

1 According to Lange, James has in view Samaritans) and of the Jewish Christians 


all the hostile dissensions of the Jewish people (Nazarenes, Ebionites, etc.). 
(Pharisees, Sadducees, Essenes, Alexandrians, 


ve 
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oTpatevopévan év toic pédeow tudor]. The lusts have their seat —as it were, their 
encampment (Wiesinger) —in the members (see on chap. iii. 2);1 they, how- 
ever, do not rest there, but according to their nature wage war (orparebovra.). 
Estius (with whom Bouman agrees) incorrectly explains it: cupiditates, tan- 
quam milites, membris vestris, ut armis utuntur ad opera peccati, by which év is 
falsely understood. Calovius, Baumgarten, and De Wette, after 1 Pet. ii. 11 
and Rom. vii. 23, supply xara rie puyze or tod vodc; but if James had meant 
the fight of the lusts against the soul or the reason, he would have more 
plainly expressed it. Gebser, Schneckenburger, Lange, and others (Briick- 
ner comprehends both) understand it of the strife of the desires against each 
_other; but this is evidently a foreign thought. According to Wiesinger, 
“the strife arises and is carried on because the émOvueiv has as its opponent 
an obk éyew . . . ov divacba énirvyeiv, against which it contends.” But it is 
better to refer the orparevecdat to every thing which hinders the gratification 
of the desires. As in what follows émOuyeite refers to ai jdovai, and govevere 
kai Gndoire to the idea orpareteoda, James appears chiefly to have intended the 
opposing strivings of others against which the jdovai contend. From this 
internal war arose the méAeuor Kad payat.? 
Ver. 2 describes in a lively manner the origin of these external strifes. 
The stages are émijuyeire . . . povetere xal Cydotre . . . uayxeode nal moAeuette; the 
~ second succeeds the first because it is without result, and the third the second 
for the same reason. —émi@vyeite here in a bad sense referring to rév jdovar, 
ver. 1. It is evident that the object to be thought on is worldly possessions ; 
James does not mention the object, because he only required to express “ the 
covetous impulse” (De Wette). It is unsatisfactory to think only on the 
desires of individuals. James rather describes the conduct of the churches 
to whom he writes; these, discontented with their low position in the world, 
longed after earthly power to which, as the church of God, they thought they 
hadaclaim. This striving made them consider persecution as a reproach ; 
on the contrary, James exhorts them to count it asa joy (chap. i. 2). This 
also produced among them that respect of persons toward the rich of the 
world, for which James blames them. This was also the source of internal 
division; the affluent in the church despising the poor instead of imparting 
to them of their wealth, and only striving after an increase of their riches; 
whilst the poor grudged the rich their possessions, and accused them of 
being the children of the world. Thus in these churches occurred the same 
strife which prevailed among the Jews, and was the source of factions among 
. them. — By xa? ova éxere, the uselessness of émuyetv is expressed, and also the 
motive to ¢ovetew kal (dod is assigned; it is unnecessary here, with Gebser, 
Hottinger, De Wette, to explain éyev = to receive; it rather means: to have, 
to possess. The meaning is: From the desire follows not the possession, 
namely, of what is desired. —qgovetere nal (ydoire]. As here the external 


1 Incorrectly, Laurentius: ‘*Per membra 2 Comp. Plato, Phaedr. xv.: Kat yap modé- 
hic intellige non tantum externa membra, sed = ous kai oTacets Kat waxus ovdéey GAAO Tapexer 
et internos animiaffectus.” Still more strangely } To cma Kai at TovTov embvyiar; consult also 
Lange explains ra wéAn as “the members of Cicero, De Fin. Bon. i. 13, 
individuals and the members of the people,” 
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action is not yet described, but the internal disposition, govebew cannot here 
be taken in its literal meaning, as Winer (p. 417 [E. T., 470]), Lange, Bou- 
man, think. Many expositors, as Carpzov, Pott, Morus, Augusti, Gebser, 
Schneckenburger, and others, explain it adverbially: “even to murder and 
killing;” but the position of the words contradicts this explanation; if the 
idea CyAoste was to be strengthened by govedere, it must be placed first. 
Other expositors, as Erasmus, Calvin, Beza, Piscator, Hornejus, Laurentius, 
Benson, Schulthess, Hottinger, and others, solve the difficulty by the conjec- 
tural reading ¢oveire; but this reading has not the slightest support in au- 
thorities. Nothing remains, as Wiesinger correctly remarks, except to explain 
govetew here, with Estius, Calovius, also De Wette (who, however, wavers), 
according to 1 John iii. 15, of internal hatred,! and “to justify this word by 
the boldness of the expression prevailing in this passage; comp. wéAeuor cat 
uayat, orparebv_ecbat, wotyoi (more correctly poryadidec),” Wiesinger. It is true that 
then an anti-climax would seem to occur; but this is only in appearance, 
as in point of fact ¢Aoiv (hostile zeal already ready to break out in word 
and action) presupposes internal govedew.?— kal ob divacbe énitvyeiv, namely, 
that for which you hate and envy. The consequences of this are éAeuou, 
therefore James closes with yayeode xa? moAeueire, in which likewise the answer 
to the question 7édev néAeuot, m6Hev wdyat is contained (Wiesinger). With ob 
éyere, Which does not stand in the same relation to uayeode, «.7.A., AS Kal ob ddr. 
éxitvyeiv does to gov. «, (2,2 James resumes the foregoing ov« éyere and od db- 
vaode énitvyciv, In order to assign the reason of this “not having,” etc.; the 
reason is dud 76 uy aiteiofat bude, thus the want of prayer.4 That prayer for 
earthly things is heard, is not an opinion peculiar to James, but a divine 
promise; in which only this is to be observed, that the prayer must be no 
Kaxac aiteicda; see the following verse. 

Ver. 3. James apparently again resumes the last expression, whilst he 
now grants aireite to his readers; but as he designates this their asking as 
kaxé¢ aiteioda, he does not consider it as an actual prayer, so that the fore- 
going declaration is nevertheless true. It is therefore inaccurate to resolve 
aireite into “or even if you ask.” ®—On the interchange of middle and active 


1 Stier in his exposition remarks: ‘‘ James reaches almost the climax of arbitrariness. He 
means hatred, but he speaks of killing and here assumes a fourfold gradation — (1) desir- 
murdering, namely, in a spiritual sense, in ing; (2) murdering and envying; (3) fighting 
order to designate hatred as an attack on one’s and “warring 5 (4) asking and not receiving; 
neighbor; ”’ his translation: “ye smite”? (in- and corresponding to these —(1) not having; 
stead of Luther’s: ‘ye hate’’), is not, how- (2) not receiving; (3) anincreased not having; 
ever, justified by this. (4) an increased not receiving. The first stage 

2 The explanation of Oecumentusis peculiar, denotes Judaism full of chiliastic worldly- 
but not to be justified: povevew dyai tovs rv mindedness up to the time of the N. T.; the 


éavtov Wuxhy amoxtivvivtTas Tals TOAMNpals Tav- 
Tas émcxerpyaect, Ou’ as Kai 6 Mpds THY EvoEBerav 
autos TOAEMOS, 

3 Accordingly, not a comma is to be put 
after woAewecre, but a full stop; thus Tischen- 
dorf and Lachmann. Stier incorrectly explains 
it: “it thus remains at the close as at the 
beginning, Ye have not.” 

4 In this passage the exposition of Lange 


second, the attitude of the Jews toward the 
Christians; the third, the Jewish war; and 
the fourth, Judaism after the destruction of 
Jerusalem. . 

5 Semler very strangely paraphrases it: 
“‘scio, quosdam vel publicis precibus (et exse- 
crationibus, iii. 9) eam in rem parcere, mala 


omnia precari imperatori et magistratui Ro- 
mano.” 


—— 
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forms, see Winer, p. 229 (E. T., 256.) The middle form naturally sug- 
gested itself in ver. 2, prayer for others being not the point under consider- 
ation; but in the next clause, as James wished to lay stress on the active 
side — of prayer in antithesis to Aau@averv — he used the active form. “ Ego- 
tistical praying for one’s self” (Lange) is incorrectly understood by the 
middle. — «ai ob Aauavere emphasizes the uselessness of their asking, the rea- 
son of which is assigned by the following: dért xaxée aiteiobe. Kaxée finds its 
explanation in the following iva; your prayer is therefore evil, because it has 
no other object than damavév év raic qdovaic. Incorrectly, Gebser: “ for your 
prayer must implore only for true heavenly blessings.” The discourse is 
here rather of the temporal condition; this, James observes, continues with 
you a poor and depressed one, because ye ask for a better one only in order to 
be able to indulge your lusts. — dazavéy, to expend, spend (Mark v. 26); here, 
in a bad sense, to squander, to lavish. Suidas: Aaunpic iv Kat onxadév; the 
object to the transitive verb is “that for which you pray.” év raic jdovaic 
buov, not with, but in, your lusts. Wahl inégorrectly explains danavév év = 
sumtum ponere in aliqua re, 1.€., riWévat Ta ypquata év tar; this meaning com- 
bines dazavév with eic. The sense is not “for the gratification of your lusts” 
(Baumgarten), but governed by your lusts. 

Ver. 4. powyaridec. The Rec. poo? at poryarides has not only the most 
important authorities against it, but is also easily explained, because the 
term was taken in its literal sense, which is expressly done by Augusti, Jach- 
mann, and Winer. The context, however, proves that the literal meaning 
is not here to be retained. If the idea is used in a figurative sense, ac- 
cording to the view which prevails in Ps. lxxiii. 27 (Isa. lvii. 3 ff.; Ezek. 
xxiii. 27), Hos. ii. 2, 4, and other passages of the O. T. (comp. also Matt. 
xii. 39, xvi. 4; as also 2 Cor. xi. 2; Rev. ii. 22), and as the context requires, 
then every reason for a distinction of sex ceases. Theile, Lange, Briickner, 
have therefore correctly declared for the reading powadldes. Theile’s opin- 
ion: non minus recte singuli homines scorta dicuntur, quam totum genus atque 
universa aliqua gens scortum, is so far inappropriate, as the expression poya- 
Aidec used “ of individuals in the Church of God is certainly singular” (Wie- 
seler); it is here to be referred not to individuals, but to the churches to 
whom James writes (not “the Jewish factions into which Judaism was 
sundered,” Lange); so also Briickner. These, according to the conduct 
described by James, had fallen away from God, and therefore James, full 
of moral indignation, addresses them with these certainly severe words. — 
ob« oldate, bre points the readers to their own conduct. — 4% qiAia rod Kdopov. 
By xéoue¢ expositors understand either worldly goods (Pott, Gebser, Hot- 
tinger, Schneckenburger, Theile, Wiesinger) or worldly desires (Didymus, 
Laurentius), or both of these together (De Wette, Stier); and by % @Aia rob 
xéouov, the inclination of the heart diverted toward worldly things. But it 
is more correct to take xécuoc in the same sense as in chap. i. 27 (see explana- 
tion of that passage), and to understand 7 g:Aia rod xéonov of reciprocal friend- 
ship; yet so that active conduct toward the world here predominates: The 
Christian who aims at worldly glory conforms himself (contrary to the ad- 
monition in Rom. xii. 2) to the world, attaching himself to its pursuits, and. 
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is thus inclined to it with his heart, his endeavor at the same time being to 
be esteemed and not despised by the world. The explanation of Piscator: 
amicitia cum impiis, is in essentials correct. The term guAia (én, Aey. in N. T.) 
does not suit the usual explanation.1— éydpa tod Geod Expresses as giAia Tod 
xéouov a reciprocal relation ; yet here also the active reference predominates, 
on account of which most expositors explain it directly by 2yopa ei¢ Ocdv (Rom. 
viii. 7), although Pott gives also the explanation: ad ejusmodi agendi rationem 
nos abripit, quae Deo displicet, nosque privat amore divino. Lachmann, follow- 
ing the translation of the Vulgate: inimica, has adopted the reading éy6pa, 
by which, however, the peculiar force which consists in the opposition of 
the two substantives is removed. — From the judgment here expressed con- 
cerning the qAia rod xéouov, James infers the sentiment that follows: ov, 
therefore. —ic dv obv Bovdndy, «.7.A. By the usual explanation of guAia tr. xdopov, 
and of the corresponding ¢itor rod Kécpov, Bovdyop is at all events disconcerting. 
Whilst some expositors urge that by it designed and conscious intention is 
designated (Baumgarten), and others oppose it to the actual deed,? and find 
the idea expressed that even the simple inclination to the love of the world 
(De Wette: “whosoever has perchance willed to love the world”) effects 
2xOva Tob Yeov,8 Schneckenburger, on the contrary, says: verbi Bovandy cave 
premas vin. With each of these explanations the expression retains some- 
thing strange, which also is not removed by distinguishing, with Lange, the 
“formal” and the “material intention,” and understanding Govandy only of 
the latter. But it is different as soon as «écyoc is considered not as an aggre- 
gate of things but of persons, since then gAia, as above remarked, consists in 
a reciprocity. The meaning is: Whosoever, although a Christian, giving 
himself up to the pursuits of the world, will live in friendship with it, and 
thus will not be despised but esteemed and loved by it, has directed to it his 
wish (Bovano7),4— he (thereby) is constituted an enemy of God ; éx0pde tov Oeod 
is likewise used in the sense of reciprocal relation, although here the passive 
meaning predominates. — xasiorara: has here the same meaning as in chap. 
ili. 6 (so also Lange); it is generally rendered incorrectly = éo1; inaccurately 
by Theile = fit, sistitur ; by Schneckenburger = stands there as; by Bouman 
= constituitur divino in judicio. 

Vv. 5,6. The views of expositors differ widely in the interpretation of 
these verses. At first sight the words following Aéye: appear to be a quota- 
tion from the O. T, which James has in view. That of the older, and some 
of the more recent, expositors assume this to be the case, although they differ 
from each other, some combining zpdc g¢dvov directly with Aéye, but others 


1 According to Lange, the friendship with 8 Similarly also Wiesinger: ‘* James brings 
‘the world consisted “in the chiliastic desire of under the same judgment not only the decided 
(the enjoyment of a worldly glory which was and expressed love to the world, but even the 
only colored with hierarchical piety.” inclination to step into sucha relation to the 

2 Laurentius states this opposition in the world.” 
most definite terms: ‘non si tantum est inimi- 4 In essentials Estius correctly says: “ Ter- 
cus Dei,*qui est ipso opere amicus mundi, sed ribilis valde sententia adversus eos’ qui suas 
etiam ille, qui cum non possit, vult tamen .. . actiones et studia componunt ad gratiam hu- 
et sic voluntate implet, quod ipso opere non manam. Hoc enim vere est esse amicum hujus 
potest.” : seculi.”” 
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including it in the quotation. Against this explanation, however, is the 
circumstance that the words supposed to be here quoted nowhere occur in 
the O. T. Such a passage has accordingly been sought for, where a similar 
thought is expressed, but almost every expositor has fixed upon a different 
passage. Many expositors seek to remove the difficulty by supposing that 
James does not here quote any single definite passage, but only a sentiment 
contained in the O. T. generally, or in several of its expressions. Opposed 
to this idea, however, is, first, the uncertainty whether James will confirm 
by it the statement contained in what precedes or in what follows; and 
secondly, the formula of quotation pointing to a definite passage, particu- 
larly as Aéyer is not = Aade?. But, moreover, the clause peifova dé didwow yapw 
is against the view here indicated, since these words cannot be reckoned as 
part of the quotation, because James only afterwards quotes the O. T. pas- 
sage from which they are derived; but, also, they cannot be considered as a 
statement of James not belonging to the quotation, because dé closely con- 
nects them to what directly precedes. 


REMARK. — The various O. T. passages which have been conjectured are as 
follows: Gen. iv. 7 (Rauch); Gen. vi. 8, 5 (Grotius); Gen. viii. 21 (Beza, Ernest 
Schmid); Num. xi. 29 (Witsius); Ps. xxxvii. 1 and Ixxiii. 8 (Lange); Ps. exix. 
20 ff. (Clericus); Prov. xxi. 10 (Michaelis); Song of Solomon viii. 6 (Coccejus) ; 
from the Apocryphal Wisdom of Solomon vi. 12 (Wetstein), and others. Ben- 
son supposes that James has in view the N. T. passage, Matt. vi. 24; Staudlin, 
that he has in view that passage and also Gal. v. 17; Storr, the latter passage 
only; and Bengel, 1 Pet. ii. 1 ff. Semler thinks that the passage is here cited 
from the ‘‘ Testimony of the Twelve Patriarchs;’’ and Gabler, that the words are 
borrowed from a lost prophetical book. In recent times, Engelhardt (Remarks 
on Jas. iv. 5, 6, in the Ztschr. f. d. Luth. Theol., by Delitzsch and Guericke, 
1869, Part II.) has expressed the opinion that Isa. Ixiii. 8-11, Ps. cxxxii. 12, 18, 
and Hos. i. 2, 15, form the groundwork of these words of James. Wolf, Hein- 
sius, and Zachariae refer the words to the thoughts contained in what follows; 
Theile, De Wette, Briickner (also first edition of this commentary), to the 
thoughts contained in what precedes,—that the friendship of the world is 
enmity with God. 

If the words xpdc p06vov émirobei, x.7.4., do not form the quotation belong- 
ing to 4 ypady Aéyer, it is to be assumed that James here already had in view 
the scripture adduced after vd Aéyec in ver. 6, but that he did not yet state it, 
because the sentiment expressed in those words obtruded itself upon him in 
confirmation of ob xevac (Wiesinger). pode 90dvov cannot, as Gebser and 
others suppose, be united with Aéye; for if one takes it to be equivalent to 
de invidia or contra invidiam, there is this against it, that in what goes before 
there is no mention of envy; or if it is taken adverbially, then it appears as 
an appendage dragging after ob xevac, which would be added the more unsuit- 
ably, because, as De Wette correctly remarks, it cannot be perceived what 
meaning can be attached to the assurance that the scripture does not speak 
enviously. Most expositors rightly refer it to émimopei, which, without the 
addition, would be too bare; it is added to this idea as an adverbial and 
more exact statement = in an envious, jealous manner, for the sake of strength- 
ening it. It is linguistically incorrect to explain mpoc p06vov éxcnodeiv = énifupeiv 
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cata op6vov, Gal. v. 17 (thus Luther: “ the pitts lusteth against envy;” 
Bengel, Stier; also Lange: “the spirit longeth over against and in opposition 
to envy”), since zpéc, although it may be used in a hostile relation (Luke 
xxiii. 12; Acts vi. 1), yet does not in itself express a hostile reference. The 
explanation of many ancient and some recent expositors (Bede, Calvin, Beza, 
Grotius, Hottinger, Gabler, Bouman, and others), taking xpd¢ ¢06vov = ad 
invidiam, is also unsuitable; for, on the one hand, émmofetv is not = proclivem 
esse, and, on the other hand, it is, contradicted by the connection in which 
there is not the slightest allusion to envy. With the correct explanation of 
mpo¢ @06vov, TO rvetua 6 KaTEKnoev (KaTeKLoev) év buw is either subjective, .“ the 
Spirit of God,” or objective, “the spirit of man.” In the first case énurodet 
has no object. De Wette, Briickner (so also Schneckenburger and some of 
the other expositors) supply jude as the object. Engelhardt, on the contrary, 
will supply no object, thinking “the supposed translation of the verb N32) is 
conclusive against an object ;”” but 83P requires an object no less than éxizo- 
. beiv, as it is, as well as the other, a relative (not an absolute) verb. By this 
interpretation éy quiv is to be understood of Christians, in whom the Holy 
Spirit (according to Engelhardt: “by the covenant of baptism”) has taken 
up His abode. In the second case, the subject is not expressed. Wiesinger 
supplies 6 Oeé¢. There is no difficulty in this completion, the less so as the 
preceding 7% ypa@7, which, in connection with 2éye, is personified (comp. Gal. 
lil. 8, mpoidodoa 7 ypag7), points to God, with whom it is, as it were, identified. 
This second explanation would deserve the preference before the first, as it 
is not apparent why James here, instead of simply God, should name the 
Holy Spirit, whom he has not elsewhere mentioned in his whole Epistle, and 
because the specification of an object belonging to émmofel, which is essen- 
tially required for the thought, can scarcely be wanting. Certainly, in this 
second interpretation, 0 xatdxnoev ev juiv added to veda is difficult, not so 
much on account of the formation of the expression, as because this addition 
appears to be a very unimportant remark. But it is otherwise with the 
reading kar««oev, as then the relative clause marks “the right of propriety 
as the ground of explanation of envious love” (Wiesinger). According to 
this view, the passage is to be explained: Or think you that the seripture says 
in vain — (rather God) enviously desires the spirit whith He has made to dwell in 
us, but He gives the greater grace —wherefore it says, etc. —It is yet to be 
remarked that doxety has the same meaning as in chap. i. 26; xevéc, that is, 
without contents, corresponding to the truth; comp. xevoi Adyor, Eph. v. 6 
(Plato, Lach. 196b). The adverbial import of mpdc g#6vov is justified by the 
usage of the Greek language; see Pape's Worterb.: the word mpéc; Winer, 
p- 878 (E. T., 425); Buttmann, p. 292 f. (E. T.,340). The verb énumoseiy is 
also eleawhiere in the N. T. construed with the accusative. The idea that 
God cherishes an “envious and loving longing” (Wiesinger) after the spirit 
of man, corresponds to the circle of ideas in the O. T. , from which also the 
preceding pouyadidec is to be explained. . 
Remark. — The principal objections of Engelhardt —that the two members 
of the 5th and 6th verses are not in congruity, and that the scripture adduced in 
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ver. 6 does not prove the thought expressed in ver. 4—are solved by the obser- 
vation that the friendship of the world, in which man opposes himself to the 
will of God, is pride, and that those to whom God gives grace are none other 
than the humble, who disdain to be the arrogant friends of the world. It is 
erroneous when Engelhardt denies that an emphasis rests on ov xevdc, so that 
the grammatical construction forbids to make the idea mpdc $06vor, «.7.A., inter- 
vene as a contrast to xevoc; the asyndeton form is, besides, wholly suitable to 
James’s mode of expression; moreover, Engelhardt on his part finds himself 
constrained to supply a transitionary thought before peifova dé didworv, That 
James does not quote the scripture intended by him directly after the first Aéyez, 
but defers it because he wished to emphasize that it was not vain and empty, 
may well surprise us, but it is to be explained from the liveliness peculiar to 
James. Moreover, in Rom. xi. 2-4, although not in the same, yet in a similar 
manner, the passage quoted is separated from the form of quotation: ti Aéyet 7 
yeaoy, and in such a manner that the formula itself is taken up again by an ddd, 
referring to the intervening remark, before the intended passage. When Engel- 
hardt thinks that the words in consideration are to be recognized as the quota- 
tion, because they are words which do not elsewhere occur in James, apart from 
this being any thing but conclusive, it is, on the contrary, to be observed that 
mvevua understood of the human spirit already occurs in chap. ii. 26, and that the 
words mpoc ¢06vov éxcrofeiv do not occur in the passages of the O. T. which James, 
according to Engelhardt’s opinion, had in view. 

Ver. 6. The words pei{ova dé didwotv yaptv are explained from the fact that 
James already had in his view the passage of the O. T., afterwards quoted, 
~ from which these words are taken. The subject is the same as in the former 
sentence. The comparative does not express the comparison with the bless- 
ings which the world gives (Bede: majorem gratiam dat quam amicitia mundi ; 
thus also Tirinus, Gebser, Pott, Winer, Sclineckenburger, Kern), or after 
which those: invidi atque arrogantes, quos reprehendit, Jas. v. 2-4 (Bouman), 
longed for; also it does not indicate “the greater measure of the comforting 
and satisfying Spirit as related to the longing Spirit” (Lange: “but he 
gives grace greater than the longing”), but “weifova suggests a comparison 
with a case in which there is no zpd¢ @06vov érimo9.” (Wiesinger, so also De 
Wette); incorrectly Bengel: eo majorem, quo longius recesseris ab invidia. — 
06 = therefore, because it is so (De Wette). % ypagf is to be supplied to Aéye. 
Kern incorrectly takes 2éyec impersonally: it is said. The passage is Prov. 
iii. 34, and is verbally quoted according to the LXX., except that here, as 
also in 1 Pet. v. 5, 6 Oedc is put instead of Kipsoc. The drepjpavo are those 
who, whilst they in striving after high things (ra tpnAa dpovodyrec, Rom. xii. 
16) will be the friends of the world, are not ready to bear the reproach of 
Christ. That these are éydpot rod Ocov, the scripture confirms by dvrirdooera. 
— Opposed to these are the razewoi, that is, the lowly, those who roi¢ rameworc 
ovvarayouevot, Rom. xii. 16, seek not the friendship of the world, but humbly 
bear the cross of Christ. That these are @idoc rod Ocod the Scripture confirms 
by didwow yapw.1 Comp. Ecclus. iii. 19, 20. 

1 The difficulty of the passage has induced _ plain the words from 8d Aéyer to xdpiv as a 


some expositors to have recourse to arbitrary gloss from 1 Pet. vy. 5. Hottinger (with whom 
emendations; thus Erasmus and Grotius ex- Reiche agrees), on the contrary, is inclined to 
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Ver. 7. From the sentiment expressed in the preceding, James infers 
(ov) several exhortations expressive of the duty of humility. — drorayyre oby 
7 @e@]. The exhortation is addressed to the imeppgava: because God dr 
rdocerat them, they are to iroraccew to God. In Schneckenburger’s explana- 
tion: plena obedientia vos Deo committite, ut sitis dovror Oxeod, obedientia is in- 
correctly emphasized. Calvin’s is better: subjectio ista, quam commendat, 
HUMILITATIS est; neque enim generaliter hortatur, ut pareamus Deo, sed requirit 
SUBMISSIONEM.1! — dyrtiornre 68 7 diaB6Ay]. This exhortation is closely joined 
to the preceding; submission to God means resistance to the devil. This 
requirement was so much the more appropriate, as the readers wished to be 
the friends of the xéouoc, whose dpywv is the devil. —xal getéerar ag’ buor]. 
Comp. Hermas, 1. 2, Mand. 12 (ed. Hefele, p. 380) : dévara: 6 dua B0A0¢ madaioa, 
kataradaigat dé ob divatat, édv ody dvtiorye abTO, vixnbelc pedgetar dnd cod KaTHOXUE- 
pévoc. Calvin: Quamvis continuos insultus repelat, semper tamen exclusus disce- 
dit. —«ai after the imperative commencing the, apodosis; so also in Matt. 
vii. 7 and frequently. 1 Pet. v. 5-9 is to be compared with this passage, 
where upon the quotation of the same O. T. passage follow exhortations to 
humility before God, and to resistance to the devil. 

Ver. 8. In contrast to the last exhortation and promise is the exhorta- 
tion éyyioare tS Oe@, united in a similar manner with a promise. Whilst the 
devil is to be kept at a distance by resistance, we are to draw nigh to God. 
“ éyyigev is not to be limited to prayer, but is to be understood generally of 
man’s turning to God” (Wiesinger). Comp. on éyyigew, Isa. xxix. 13; Heb. 
vii. 19. — kai éyytet duiv, corresponding to the preceding getfera dg’ duov. Sim- 
ilar expressions in 2 Chron. xv. 2; Isa. lvii. 15; Zech. i. 8. — But in order 
to draw nigh to God, conversion from the former nature is necessary; there- 
fore xaSapicare yeipac .. . dyvioate xapdiac. The cleansing of the hands consists 
in withdrawing them from evil and in employing them in good works; the 
sanctification of the heart, in contending with impure desires, and in the cul- 
tivation of a holy disposition. The external and the internal must corre- 
spond; comp. Ps. xxiv. 4: d#do¢ yspot Ka? xadapd¢ tH xapdia, Pott erroneously 
supposes the first expression to be a symbolical designation of yerdvoa, and 
denies its reference to the externa vitae integritas (Carpzov). The reason 
why James names the hands is not only because they are the principal organa 
operandi, but also because that he, with éyyigew 7@ Ged, does not think exclu- 
sively on prayer; see 1 Tim. ii. 8. On dyvioare xapdiac, comp. 1 Pet. i. 22; 
1 John iii. 8. —dyaproro. . . dépvyor]. This address, designating the present 
condition of the addressed, shows the necessity of werdvora; duaptwAoi, because 
instead of God, who chose them for His possession, they serve the lusts 


erase the words from peigova to Aéyer, and to 
insert a dé between o and eos, Also Liicke, 
according to Gebser, considered those words a 
kind of gloss and error librarii to  ypadin Aéyer 
and tots tam, 5id., ver. 6, and that the context 
is to be thus construed: mpds POdvov ... év 


here Semler’s remarks on this passage: “ Ja- 
cobus, Paulus, Petrus, Judas, uno quasi ore id 
confirmant, opus esse, ut Romanis et sic Deo 
se subjiciant”’ (in which Lange finds no fault 
were it only said: ‘‘ut Deo et sic Romanis”’) ; 
and afterwards: “7 ScaBdAw, qui per mvedpua 


vutv  SoKxeite OTL KEvVoS H yp. Aéyert & Oeds 
Umepynpavors, K.T.A. 
1 On account of its strangeness, we give 


p0ovov vos suscitat adversus magistratum 
Romanum ;” similarly also, of course, Lange, 


CHAP. -IV. 9; 10: 1385 


(j0ovaic, ver. 1) of the kédoyoc, corresponding to povyadidec, ver. 4; dipvyor, be- 
cause they would at the same time be Christians. De Wette’s explanation 
is too weak: ye undecided (between God and the world); Schneckenburger’s 
remark: hic sensu latiore sumendum quam, i. 8, is incorrect, for dcaxpivecbat 
there has its reason in the Christian giving his heart to the world instead of 
to God; see Test. Aser., iii. p. 691: of dempocunor ob Oecd dAAG Taic émiOuuiac abtav 
dovdebovec. — Calvin correctly remarks: non duo hominum genera designat, sed 
eosdem vocat peccatores et duplices animo.1 

Ver. 9. The peravoa required in ver. 8 does not take place without grief 
and mourning for guilt. The consciousness of the latter is the road to the 
former; therefore the summons now to this mourning: radaupfoate kal tev 
@noate kal KAabcare. The repetition of xai is an expression of emotion; tara 
mopeiv, in the N. T. am. dey. (the adjective in Rom. vii. 24; Rev. iii. 17; the 
substantive in chap. v. 1; Rom. iii. 16), literally, to suffer external hardships, 
as in Mic. ii. 4, is here used of the internal condition: to feel unhappy, 
wretched, as the adjective in Rom. vii. 27. Estius, Gagnejus, Grotius, erro-. 
neously refer it to bodily castigations: affligite vosmet ipsos jejuniis et aliis 
corporis oxAnpaywyiac (Grotius); similarly Hottinger: sensum miseriae CLARIS 
INDICHS PRODITE; falsely also Beza: reprehendit dvadynoiav in adversis. — 
mevojoate kal KAavoate, the same combination in Neh. viii. 9; 2 Sam. xix. 1; 
and in the N. T., Mark xvi. 10; Luke vi. 25; Rev. xviii. 15, 19; wail and 
weep. Grotius incorrectly explains mevojoate = lugubrem habitum induite, 
saccum et cilicia; there is not the slightest indication that James had in view 
the external signs of mourning in dress and the like. If the foregoing exhor- 
tations point to a change of the lusts and joy of worldly life into godly 
mourning (ry Kata Oedv Aimy, 2 Cor. vii. 10), this is still more definitely 
expressed in what follows, by which James passes, from the outward mani- 
festation (yéAwe . . . mév0oc) to the internal state (yapd . . . Karjpeva). — xarh- 
geta im. Aey. (the adj., Wisd. of Sol. xvii. 4), literally, the casting-down of the 
eyes, here indicates internal shame.? Compare with this the picture of the 
publican in Luke xviii. 13. 

Ver. 10. Conclusion — carrying with it an O. T. coloring — of the ex- 
hortation, in which what has hitherto been said is summed up. — rarewdbyrte 
évruov Kupiov]. tamewoOnte in reference to rametvoic, k.t.A., ver. 6. — Kvpiov, 1.€., 
God (comp. ver. 7), not Xpiorod (Grotius). —évomov not = ind (1 Pet. v. 6: 
ramewoonre bd Thy... Yelpa Tov Ocod), but expresses that the self-abasement 
is to take place in consciousness of the presence of God, who gives grace 
only to the humble.? — kat space tude is to be referred both to the present 
concealed and to the future manifested glory of the humble Christian 
(comp. chap. i. 9). The contrasted ideas razewodv and tpody often occur ; 
see in the O. T., Job v. 11; Ezek. xxi. 26; in the N. T., Matt. xxiii. 12; 
Luke xiv. 11; 1 Pet. v. 6, and other places. 


1 Kern: As James considers man in refer- 2 In Plutarch, Them. 9, it is used synony- 
ence to the divine grace as the receiver, s0, on mously with dvcdvuia. 
the other hand, he takes into account the free 3 Comp. Ecclus. ii. 17: ot poBovmevor Kvptov 
self-activity of man as the condition by which ++ + EVOTLOY AVTOD TamELYwooVTL Tas Wuyxas 


arelation of unity of man with God takes avtor. 
place. 
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Ver. 11. Without any indication of a connection with the preceding, 
James passes to a new exhortation, which, however, is so far closely attached 
to the preceding, inasmuch as humiliation before God carries with itself 
humility toward our brethren. From the fact that this exhortation, although 
decidedly earnest, has yet undeniably a milder character than the former, 
and that James uses here the address ddeAgoi, whereas before it was poyadidec, 
duaprwroi, dipvyo it is to be inferred that James now addresses, at least 
primarily, those who by the worldly ways of others felt induced to do those 
things against which he here exhorts them. — py xataAadeire GAAjAwr]. Kata- 
dadeiv only here and in 1 Pet. ii. 12, iii. 16 (the substantive in 2 Cor. xii. 30; 
the adjective in Rom. i. 80; 1 Pet. ii. 1), to speak in a hostile manner against 
one; Luther, “to slander.” daA7jAwv, against each other. Estius, Semler, Pott, 
Gebser, Hottinger, incorrectly restrict the exhortation to teachers.? — 6 xara- 
Aadov, «.7.A., assigns the reason of the exhortation. The two ideas xaradahov 
and xpivwv are indeed closely connected, but are not equivalent, since «ara- 
Aadretv presupposes xpivew; they are here indicated as distinct ideas by 7. — 
By the addition ddeAgov not only is the reprehensibleness of caradadetv empha- 
sized (Schneckenburger: jam hoc vocabulo, quantum peccatur xaradanaic, 
submonet), but also the reason is given for the sentiment here expressed 
katadaret vouov. By aitosd added to rdv ddcAddv this is brought out more 
stréngly, whilst also the brotherly union is more distinctly marked than 
by the simple ddeAgod; incorrectly Bengel: fraterna aequalitas laeditur obtrec- 
tando; sed MAGIS judicando. — karahadei vouov Kai Kpiver véuov]. By vouo¢ the 
same law is here meant as in chap. i. 25, ii. 9, ete.: the law of Christian 
life which according to its contents is none other than the law of love, to 
which ddcAdod and rdv ddeAgdv abrod already point. By reviling and con- 
demning one’s brother, the law of love itself is reviled and condemned, 
whilst it is thereby disclaimed as not lawfully existing, and, as may be 
added, its tendency to save and not to destroy is condemned (Lange). 
The explanation of De Wette, that there is here a kind of play of words, 
in which is contained only the idea of contempt and disregard of the law, 
is unsatisfactory. Grotius, Baumgarten, Hottinger, quite erroneously under- 
stand by véyoc the Christian doctrine, and find therein expressed the senti- 
ment, that whosoever imposes upon his neighbor arbitrary commandments 
designates the Christian doctrine as defective, and in so far sets himself up 
as its judge.*— With the following words: ei 6 vouov xpiverc, x,7.2., the fur- 


1 Lange incorrectly observes that there is 
mo reason to see here a transition from one 
class toanother. But it is not here maintained 
that James has in view a sharply exclusive dis- 
tinction of different classes of his readers. 

2 Wiesinger correctly says that we are not 
here to think of a contest between Jewish and 
Gentile Christians; Lange incorrectly asserts 
that the primary reference here is to the in- 
ternal divisions of Judaism. 

8 The opinion of Stier is mistaken: ‘* Who- 
ever improperly and officiously notes and deals 
with the sins of other men, throws blame 


thereby upon the law of God, as if it were not 
sufficient; for he acts as if he supposed it 
necessary to come to the help of the law.” 

4 Lange, in accordance with his view, sup- 
poses the reference to be to the Jewish cere- 
monial law, although he does not explain vojos 
as equivalent to doctrine. Also Bouman thinks 
that James has here in view the judicia de 
aliena conscientia ; but James does not indi- 
cate that among his readers disputes took place 
de sabbati veneratione, de licito vel illicito 
ciborum usu, etc. Augustine here arbitrarily 
assumes an attack upon the Gentile Christians. 
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ther consequence is added: but if thou judgest the law, thou art not a doer of 
the law, but a judge. — The particle dé serves to carry on the thought: ov« e 
TownThc vouov, 1.e., thou thereby departest from the attitude which becomes 
thee; for the law is given to man that he might do it, but whosoever thinks 
he has right against the law, cannot be a doer of it, and consequently 
assumes a position which does not belong to him (Wiesinger), which posi- 
tion is, as the sequel says, dAAd xpirqc. Baumgarten, Gebser, Neander, Wie- 
singer, Lange, and others supply the genitive véyov to xpurhc 3 incorrectly, for 
(1) this would make this sentence and the one preceding it tautological; 
(2) it dilutes the idea «pirgc in its contrast to ori vouov; and (3) the 
sequel which is added to this idea «pirgjc, adverts not to the judging of 
the law, but to the judging of the man. The meaning is: Whosoever 
judges the law constitutes himself a judge, giving a law according to 
which he judges or pronounces sentence upon his neighbor. But this is 
not the province of man. The following verse tells the reason why it 
is not so. 

Ver. 12. One is the lawgiver and judge, (namely) He who can rescue (save) 
and destroy. The chief accents lies on efc, in opposition to men who presume 
to be judges. —6 voyobérne kal xpitic]. The idea vouodérnc is here introduced, 
because the judging belongs only to Him who has given the law, and is 
adduced against those who by judging their neighbor act as lawgivers, 
whereas their duty is to obey the given law.1— 6 duvapevog odoas cal drvdéoas 
serves for a more precise statement of the subject cic (so also Briickner, 
Lange, Bouman); it mentions who this One is, and in such a manner that 
it is also announced why He, and He only, can be vouobérne kat xpurae. 
Schneckenburger correctly observes: 6 duvduevoc . . . articulus appositionis 
signum, ad subjectum éic pertinentis grammatice; but incorrectly adds: ita 
autem ut, quoad sensum, melius in prepriam resolvatur sententiam. Not only 
grammatically, but also according to the sense, 6 dvvauevoc, etc., is to be 
most closely united to eé¢; therefore also Luther’s translation: “there is one 
Lawgiver who is able to save and to condemn,” is incorrect.2 — 6 duvayevoc 
is not, with Schneckenburger, to be resolved into ¢ éeor, but is to be retained 
in its literal meaning. Bengel correctly remarks: nostrum non est judicare ; 
praesertim cum exequi non POSsIMUS. — On dca, see chap. il. 14; on dmo- 


Correctly, Laurentius: ‘‘Is qui detrahit prox- 
imo, detrahit legi, quia lex prohibet omnem* 
detractionem, sed et judicat idem legem, quia 
hoe ipso quod contra prohibitionem . legis 
detrahit, judicat quasi, legem non recte pro- 
hibuisse.” ; 

1 The explanation of Morus is false: ‘ legis- 
lator et judex est una eademque persona; ”’ and 
Theile infers from this something entirely for- 
eign: ‘‘unus est legislator ...idem wtriusque 
legis auctor: et severioris mosaicae et liberali- 
oris christianae . . . isque etiam judex .. . et 
legitimus et idoneus, idque et utriusque legis 
et eorum qui alterutram sequuntur:” of all 
which there is here no mention. 


2 Most expositors, in the interpretation of 
this passage, have failed in precision, being 
satisfied with giving only its general meaning. 
‘They appear for the most part to regard 0 duvd- 
Mevos, Ke T. A., a8 an attribute of 6 vouoberns 
(the Rec. omits kai xpur7js); thus De Wette 
translates it: ‘One is the lawgiver and judge, 
who is able to save and to destroy.” Wiesinger 
gives here only a paraphrase which is wanting 
in definiteness: “‘ Judging us and our brethren 
belongs to Him alone (namely, to Him who as 
lawgiver is not under, but above the law), and 
He proves His exclusive right by His power to 
save and to destroy, with which he confirms 
His judicial sentence.” 
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Aéoat, particularly Matt. x. 28.— od 8 rig ef expresses the insignificance of 
man, in contrast to 6 dvvapevoc, «.7.A. (Schneckenburger), thus: “Thou who 
hast no power to save and to destroy;” comp. Matt. x. 28. — The same 
question in Rom. xiv. 4, ix. 20.1—6xpivov]. Schneckenburger : “thou, appos. 
ad pron. ob; qui articuli hane vim nescierunt, loco participii posuerunt 6¢ 
kpivec.” — Tov rAnoiov, without the personal pronoun, as in Mark xii. 33; 
Rom. xiii. 10, xv. 2. The Rec. 7dv érepov perhaps arose from Rom. ii. 1. 
Ver. 18. The apostrophe commencing with this verse, and continued 
until chap. v. 6, has a character plainly distinguished from other portions 


of the Epistle— (1) by dye viv repeated; (2) those addressed are neither . 


directly designated as ddeAgoi, as is elsewhere the case with James (with the 
single exception of chap. iv. 1 ff.), nor are yet characterized as members of 
the Christian Church; (8) only their forgetfulness of God is described, and 
their judgment is announced, without any call being added to desist from 
their practice and be converted; so that this apostrophe contains not the 
slightest exhortation to repentance, as is the case with those addressed in 
ver. 8 as dyuprudo: and dipvyor, All this is a sufficient proof that James has 
in view, as Oecumenius, Bede, Semler, Pott, Hottinger, and others have cor- 
rectly remarked (differently Gebser, Schneckenburger, De Wette, Wiesinger ; 
Theile considers that Jewish Christians and Jews are here addressed), not so 
much the members of the church, as rather the rich (of xAobow:, chap. v. 1), 
of whom it is already said in chap. ii. 6, 7, that they oppress the Christians 
and blaspheme the name of Christ, and who are already, in chap. i. 10, 
opposed to “the brother of low degree.” The severe language against them 
in an epistle directed to Christians is sufficiently explained from the fact 
that with many among them, as follows from ver. 1 ff., the same forgetful- 
ness of God had gained ground. Also the first section (vv. 13-17) is of 
~ such a nature that the fault therein expressed affected many of the readers 
not less than the arrogant Jews.? In this section, those addressed are at 
first characterized only according to their presumptuous security in their 
striving after earthly gain. — dye viv]. dye, occurring in the N. T. only here 
and in chap. v. 1, is a summons, which also, with classical writers, is joined 
with the plural (Winer, p. 458 [E. T., 516]).—vdv serves not only for 
strengthening (De Wette, Wiesinger), but likewise for connection with 
what goes'before. As in what follows there is no summons to do any 
thing, some expositors suppose that dye viv is designed only to excite atten- 
tion; Grotius: jam ego ad vos; so.also Pott, Theile: age, audite vos. 
Others supply a thought; thus Schulthess: mag rovire, or pip Kadde roveire, 
and the like. De Wette thinks that the summons to lay aside the fault 
is indirectly contained in the reproof. Wiesinger suggests ver. 16 as the 


1 Yet is the ov here to be understood comma after ef, but not in those other 
in definite antithesis to another, namely passages. 


to God, on which account also dé is added. 
It has therefore a more independent mean- 
ing than in the passages adduced from 
the Epistle to the Romans. In this there 
is reason for the editors Lachmann, 
Tischendorf, and Buttmann here placing a 


2 Lange agrees with this in essentials, affirm- 
ing that this section was principally addressed 
to the Jews; whereby he certainly proceeds 
from the erroneous supposition that the Epistle 
was directed to the Jews generally by the hands 
of the Jewish Christians. 
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material for the designed imperative clause. It is more correct to assume 
that James has already here in view the imperative clause in chap. v. 1, — 
khaboare , . . imi tai¢ radaitwpiatc budr, «.7.4.,— placed after dye viv again re- 
sumed; thus Gebser, Hottinger, Schneckenburger; similarly Lange, accord- 
ing to whom dye viv “refers to the announcement of the judgment, which 
comes out quite clear in chap. v. 1, but is here darkly and menacingly 
alluded to.” — oi Aéyovrec]. Ye who say. Aéyew is to be retained in its usual 
signification; comp. chap. ii. 14. Theile, without reason, explains it: gui’ 
non solum cogitare soletis sed etiam dicere audetis. — orpspov Kai abpiov an- 
nounces the precise duration of the intended journey — not when it should 
commence, but how long it should endure. With this explanation there is 
no difficulty in «ai; otherwise 7 (as the Rec. reads) must stand. In «ai there 
lies a greater confidence (Theile), as according to it a definite plan is fixed 
upon also for the morrow. According to Wiesinger, different instances are 
here taken together, as in 2 Cor. xiii. 1 (so already Bengel: unus dicit hodie, 
idem aliusve cras, ut commodum est); according to this, cai would have to 
be explained: “and relatively” (see Meyer on that passage); but the in- 
definiteness contained therein does not suit the certainty with which these 
people speak. Lange’s meaning is unjustified: “that aipov is used for the 
undefined future subsequent to to-day.” — mopevoducba]. The indicative we 
shall journey expresses the certain confidence more strongly than the con- 
junctive let us journey; see critical remarks. — éi¢ ravde tiv rédw]. Luther: 
into this and that city. This explanation is also in Winer, ed. 6, p. 146 
(E. T., ed. 7, 162), who adduces for it r7vde rv Quépav in Plutarch, Symp. i. 
6.1; but Al. Buttmann (p. 90 [E. T., 103]), on the other hand, correctly 
asserts that the pronoun in that passage, as everywhere among Greek 
authors, has its full demonstrative meaning, and that therefore it must be 
understood in James in the same sense; thus Schirlitz (p. 222) observes 
that the pronoun is here used desktrac; see also Liinemann’s remark in 
Winer, ed. 7, p. 153 (E. T., 162); still it is not to be explained, with 
Schneckenburger: in hanc urbem, quae in conspectu quasi sita est; but, with 
Theile: ceria jfingitur, quae vero verie eligi potest. Those introduced as 
speaking mean each time a definite city; but as this differs with different 
persons, James could only indicate it in an indefinite manner, and he does 
so by the pronoun by which each time a definite city is pointed to; thus into 
the city which the traveller had chosen as his aim. By ropeiesvas ei¢ r. oA. is 
indicated not merely the going into the city, but also the journey to the city in 
which they would remain. — cat moujoouev, «.7.A.]. We will spend there a year; 
noveiv With a designation of time, as in Acts xv. 33, xx. 3, and other places ; 
in the O. T., Prov. xiii. 23; see also Nicarch., Epigr. 35 (Jacobs’ ed.) : év 
_tabTy meroinka ToAdv ypovov. Luther incorrectly translates it: “and will con- 
tinue there a year:”1 for éwavrdv éva is not the accusative of duration, but 
the proper objective accusative. The reading éva fittingly expresses the 
confidence with which those introduced as speaking measure out their time 


1 Stier, correctly : ‘ will spend there a year.” that the time in question is busily employed,” 
The opinion of Lange, that “rovety along with _is contradicted by 2 Cor. xi. 25. 
a definition of time may likewise have indicated 
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beforehand, but not “their restless and unsteady conduct” (Lange). —xat 
Eumopevooueda Kat kepdjoouer]. Bengel: «ai frequens ; polysyndeton exprimit libi- 
dinem animi securi. —éunopebectat = to traffic; the final aim is designated 
by xepdjoouev. That aim is worldly gain, which, in carnal security, is recog- 
nized as certain to be realized, so that it cannot fail. Kern correctly re- 
marks: “Traffic is introduced only by way of example, as characterizing 
man’s doings with reference to the earthly life as contrasted with the life 
in God.” 

Ver. 14. James opposes to carnal security the uncertainty of the future 
and the transitoriness of life. —oirwzec = ut qui; correctly Wiesinger: “Ye 
who are of such a character that,” etc. — ov« éxiotacde 7d (ra) tHe atpiov indi- 
cates the ignorance of what the next day will bring forth; comp. Prov. iii. 28, 
XXVii. 1: uy Kavya ra ei¢ abpiov, ob yap ywwioxere Ti TéLeTAL 7 Emiovca: thus whether 
life will still last. What follows shows that James had this chiefly in view. 
— roia yip i Som budv ;]. yap gives an explanation of ov« émioracfe. — roia, as In 
1 Pet. ii, 20, how constituted? with the subsidiary meaning of nothingness. 
By the reading adopted by Buttmann: oitwee ob« éniotacbe tic atptov roia Cun 
iuav, the genitive ric atpuv is dependent on zoia (wy; thus, “Ye know not 
how your life of to-morrow is circumstanced.” This idea is evidently 
feebler than the usual reading, for it is supposed that they yet live on 
the following day, which according to the other reading is denoted as doubt- 
ful. — drpic yap éore, «.7.2.]. yap refers to the idea lying at the foundation of 
the preceding question, that life is entirely nothing. —druic (in the N. T. 
only here and in Acts ii. 19, in an O. T. quotation), literally breath ; thus in 
Wisd. of Sol. vii. 25, synonymous with dzéppoa, has in the O. T. and the 
Apocrypha chiefly the meaning of smoke; thus Gen. xix. 28: drule xauivov; 
so also Ecclus. xxii. 24; Ezek. viii. 11: druic rod Ovutduatoc; Ecclus. xxiv. 15: 
WuBavov atuic; see also Joel iii. 3; Ecclus. xliii. 4; in the classics it also 
occurs in the meaning of vapor. According to biblical usage, it is here to 
be taken in the first meaning (smoke); thus Lange; Luther translates it by 
vapor; De Wette and Wiesinger, by steam..— éore is stronger than the Rec. 
gore; not only their life, but also they themselves are designated as a smoke; 
as in chap.i. 10 it is also said of the ovcie, that he shall fade away as 
the flower of the grass. — By 4 mpdc daiyov . . . doavCouévn, the nature of the 
smoke is stated. — mpdc ddiyov = for a little time; ddiyov is neuter. — «ai is to 
be explained: as it appears, so it also afterwards vanishes. In the corre- 
sponding passages, Job viii. 9, Ps. cii. 12, exliv. 4, the transitoriness of life 
is represented not under the image of dryic (Wiesinger), but of a shadow; 
differently in Ps. cii. 4. 

Ver. 15. After the reason has been given in ver. 14 why it was wrong to 
speak as in ver. 13, this verse tells us how we ought to speak. — dvr? roo Aéyew 
duac is closely connected with of Aéyovrec, ver. 18, so that ver. 14 forms a paren- 
thesis: Ye who say, To-day, etc., instead of saying, éav 6 kbpuoe, «.7.A, — Accord- 
ing to the reading ¢joouev Kal rovjoouev (instead of the Rec. Gower Kal movpowuer) 

1 Lange indeed assents to this; but he thinks trait of the diabolically excited worldliness of 


that the apostle, with a prophet’s giance, evi- his people, as it afterwards became more and 
dently describes beforehand the fundamental more developed. . 


= — 
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it is most natural to refer xa? Goouev not to the protasis (as Tischendorf 
punctuates it), but to the apodosis (Lachmanu and Buttmann; so also Wie- 
singer and Lange); for, first, it is grammatically more correct * to make only 
the conjunctive #eA7oy dependent on éév, and to take the two indicatives 
together; and, secondly, from this construction the striking thought results, 
that not only the doing, but also the life, as the condition of the doing, is 
dependent on the will of God: it is accordingly to be translated: If the Lord 
will, we shall both live and do this or that. Correctly, Wiesinger: “It appears 
to be more suitable to the sense to take éav 6 x. 0A. as a Single condition, and 
not to complete it by a second.” On the other hand, most expositors retain 
_ the reading of the Rec., but they construe it differently. De Wette refers xal 
Gjowuev to the protasis, and takes the second «ai as belonging to the apodosis: 
“Jf the Lord will and we live, we shall,” ete.; so also Erasmus, Luther, 
Calvin, Hornejus, Pott, and in general most expositors (also Winer, see 
critical remarks; on the contrary, Al. Buttmann, p. 311 (E. T., 362), prefers 
the indicative). Schneckenburger, indeed, refers xai Gjowyev to the protasis, 
but he connects it more closely with éav GcAjoy: st Deo placet ut vivamus tum 
faciemus (similarly Grotius and Hottinger), which, however, cannot be lin- 
guistically justified. Bornemann (in Winer and Engelhardt’s N. Krit. 
Journ., vi., 1827) commences the apodosis with xa? Gower, and explains it: 
“Let us seek our sustenance.” — Winer correctly observes that‘this explana- 
tion (which Briickner erroneously ascribes to this commentary) lacks sim- 
plicity, and is not supported by biblical usage.? Bouman and others (see 
critical notes) refer Gowuev naturally to the protasis, and movjoouev to the 
apodosis. The meaning which this reading, unsupported by authorities, 
gives, appears to be suitable, but yet is not correct, for it would be more 
correct to have said: édv Gyowpev Kal 6 Kbpio¢ OeAHon. — The indicative is to be 
preferred to the conjunctive in the apodosis, as a reciprocal call to definite 
action corresponds less with the context than the resolution to do something. 
Ver. 16 expresses the conduct of those addressed in contrast to ver. 15; 
and in such a manner that the judgment upon that conduct is also expressed. 
—vov 6é, here, as frequently, where the reality in opposition to what is set 
before a person is emphasized; see 1 Cor. v. 11, xiv. 6. — kavydobe év rai¢ dia- 
Sovetatc dudv. By ddatoveia is to be understood the arrogant self-reliance on 
the duration of earthly prosperity; see explanation of 1 John ii. 16. De 
Wette inaccurately explains it by bragging; Theile, by arroganter facta, 
dicta: Schneckenburger, by pertness ; Wiesinger, by “those arrogant expres- 
sions affecting complete independence;” Lange, by “vain and arrogant 
self-exaltation ;” and others differently. The plural is used, because such 
haughtiness manifests itself differently under different circumstances. — év, 
here used differently than in chap. i. 9: the ddAatoveiac are not the object but 
the reason of the boasting, that from which it proceeds (against Wiesinger), 


1 The indicative future after édy is only be assumed, James only intending to say that 
found with absolute certainty in Luke xix.40. we should always resolve never to speak decid- 
See Al. Buttmann, p. 192 (E. T., 222). edly, he has in later editions correctly relin- 

2 The opinion which Winer, in ed.5,p.3381f.  quished. 
has expressed, that perhaps no apodosis is to 
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and xavydosa is designated from the standpoint of James: that haughty and 
presumptuous language in ver. 18; comp. Prov. xxvii. 1.— With the fol- 
lowing words: rdca-catynou, «.7.2.. James definitely expresses his reproba- 
tion. —roatrn]. Not every boasting in itself (chap. i. 9), but every boasting 
which proceeds from dAagoveia, which is founded in it, and connected with it, 
is wicked. 

Ver. 17. With the general sentence: Whosoever knoweth to do good and 
doeth it not, to him it is sin, James concludes what he has hitherto said. — ody 
is used in the sense of conclusion, but indicates that the concluding thought 
is the result of what has gone before. — xardv maety belong together, depend- 
ent on ¢idé72; not “whosoever knows the good that is to be done,” which 
would be to take mosiy as an epexegetical infinitive. Wiesinger correctly 
remarks: “«adév is not the idea of good, in which case the article would be 
put, but that which is fair, in contrast to an action which in its moral nature 
is novypov.” That the discourse is concerning a sin of omission as such, to 
which this sentence is commonly referred (Bengel, Jachmann, and others), 
is rightly contested by De Wette and Wiesinger.! — duapria aité éoriv. De 
Wette: “In the sense of reckoning; John xv. 22; Luke xii. 47 f.” (so 
already Estius, also Schneckenburger, Wiesinger, and others). — air is here 
put, as frequently in the N. T., especially after the participle; comp. Matt. 
v. 40; see Al. Buttmann, p. 125 (E. T., 143). With regard to the connec- 
tion in which this sentence stands with the preceding, most expositors 
understand it as enforcing that to which James has formerly exhorted his 
readers, and refer cidérs to the knowledge which they have now received by 
the word of James. But against this is the objection, that if this expression 
be referred to all the previous exhortations (Estius: jam de omnibus satis vos 
admonui, vobis bene nota sunt), this would not be its proper place, because 
later on more exhortations. follow; but if it is only referred to the last 
remark (Grotius: moniti estis a me, ignorantiam non potestis obtendere, si quid 
posthac tale dixeritis, gravior erit culpa; so also Pott, Theile, De Wette, Wie- 
singer), we cannot see why James should have added such a remark to this 
exhortation, as it would be equally suitable to any other. It is accordingly 
better to refer eidére to the already existing knowledge of the subject just 
treated of; namely, the uncertainty of human life is something so manifest, 
that those who notwithstanding talk in their presumption as if it did not 
exist, as if their life were not dependent on God, contrary to their own 
knowledge, do not that which is seemly, but that which is unseemly, and 
therefore this is so much the more sin unto them.? 


planation, maintains that the word refers to . 
the better knowledge of the readers, of evan- 


1 Since caddy is the antithesis of movnpdr, 
and not some positive good as beneficence, the 


defect of which is not movypov, as De Wette 
correctly remarks, “7 movovyte does not merely 
signify a sin of omission, but the omission of 
xadév is necessarily a doing of movnpdv.” 

2 When Lange, in arguing agninst this ex- 


gelical behavior in general, the definite con- 
nection of thought, in which here the general 
sentence is placed, is not properly considered 
by him, 
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CHAPTER V. 


Ver. 4. Instead of eiceAnAdéacw the form eiceAjAvéav is, with Tisch. and 
Lachm., to be preferred (on this form see Ph. Buttm., Ausfiihrl. Gr. Gr., § 87, 8, 
Note 5, and Winer, p. 70 f. [E. T., 93]).— Ver. 5. The o¢ of the Ree. (after 
G, K, ete.) before év juépe is, according to the testimonies of A, B, 8, to be 
regarded as an explanatory addition, and, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be left 
out; so also Wiesinger, Lange, Briickner; Reiche and Bouman, however, judge 
otherwise. — Ver. 7. The Rec. after the second éw¢ has the particle dv (so in 8 
and many min.). Tisch. has omitted it, as, according to his statement, it is not 
found in A, B, G, K, etc.; Lachm. has retained it (according to Tischendorf’s 
note: ex errore); so also Buttmann, who adduces no authority for its omission. 
Already Griesbach regarded dv as suspicious. Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted 
terov; it is in A, G, K, etc., but is wanting in B, &, etc.; its addition is easily 
explained, particularly as in the LXX. it is never wanting with mpdiuoc kat 
éwiuoc, — Ver. 9. The address ddeAdoi, in A, B, ete. (Lachm. Tisch.), stands 
before, in G, &, etc. (Rec.), after car dAAjAwy; in K, ete., it is entirely wanting. 
Instead of karaxpi0jte the simple verb xpc07re is, with Griesbach, Scholz, Lachm., 
Tisch., to be read, according to almost all authorities; so also the article 6 
before «pir7¢ (which in the Rec. is wanting, against almost all authorities) is 
to be adopted. —Ver. 10. The address according to the Rec. is ddeAdoi pov 
(G, K, 8, etc.); in A, B, ete., wov is wanting (Laclim. Tisch.); its correct posi- 
tion is after AGGere, not after xaxorafsiac. —Instead of kaxomadecac, § alone reads 
Kadoxayabiac, — Before 7 dvouatt, B, 8, etc., have the preposition év (Lachm.): 
a correction apparently for the sake of simplification. —S alone omits 76, — 
Ver. 11. It is difficult to decide whether we are to read, with the Rec. and Tisch., 
irouévovtac (G, K, ete.), or, with Lachm. and Wiesinger, tmoysivayrac (A, B, &, 
etc.); yet the reading of the Rec. appears to have arisen from an endeavor to 
generalize the reference of the idea: Bouman certainly judges otherwise, — 
The Rec. eidere, after B* (teste Majo), K, &, etc., Oecumentus (Lachm.), is as 
a correction to be changed for the more difficult reading iere, attested by A, 
B, G, ete. (Tisch.).— After éorv the Rec. has 6 xbpioc, according to A, B (in B, 
however, the article is wanting), 8, several min., vss., ete. (Lachm.); Griesbach 
regarded it as suspicious, and Tisch. has omitted it, after C, K, many min., etc.; 
the omission can easily be explained from the fact that «vpiov directly precedes 
(so also Lange; Bouman wavers).— Ver. 12. The reading ec bmdxpiow (Ed. 
Steph., after G, K, etc.) has probably arisen from the original 70d kpiow, these 
two words being taken as one, and then a preposition placed before them. — 
Ver 14. The abrév after dAcipavtec is wanting in B; it was omitted as being 
self-evident. — Lachm, and Tisch. have, after A and some min., left out the 
article rod before xvpiov; yet G, K, 8, many min., etc., attest its genuineness; in 
B also «vptov is wanting; nevertheless Buttmann has received it, but without 
the article. — Ver. 16. The reading of the Rec. is éouodoyeiobe dAApdow ra 
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rapantouara, ka? ebyeode, K.T.A. (Tisch.); instead of which A, B read éSouodoyeiobe 
oby GArfhouw Tae duaptiacg Kal mpocedxeode, x.T.A. (Lachm.); for ovv also K, &, several 
min., Vulg., etc., testify: accordingly ovv is to be considered as genuine; yet 
precisely this ody might mislead one to find in this verse an extension of the 
thought going before, and on this account to change the new expressions 
with the preceding, and thus, instead of mapanrdyara, to put again-duaptiac, 
and instead of evyeobe, for which also & testifies, to put again mpooebyeobe, 
whereas the opposite change cannot be well explained. — Ver. 18. The Ree. 
berdv édoxev is found in B, G, K, almost all min., etc. (Tisch.); A, on the con- 
trary, has éwxev ver6v (Lachm.); so also &, but with r6v before veroy, It is 
possible that this change was occasioned by the following éSAdorqjoev rov Kaprov, 
—Ver. 19. Tisch. has omitted the pronoun pov after ddeAgoi, yet the most 
important authorities, A, B, K, 8, etc., attest its genuineness. —N alone has, 
instead of the simple ti¢ dAndeiac, the combination t7¢ 600d 17¢ GAnbetac.— Ver. 20. 
The reading ywéoxere in B is occasioned by the address ddeAgot, Instead of the 
Ree. puxnv, after G, K, many min. (Tisch.), Lachm., and Buttm. have adopted 
woxnv aitod. This aitod is found in A, &, some min.,,vss., etc. B has it, prob- 
ably by an error of the scribe, not after puy7v, but after @avdrov,— B has as 
subscription ’laxa3ov; A, ‘laxaBov émiotoAn; others differently. 


Ver. 1. That here the same persons are meant as in chap. iv. 13, and 
not others, has already been observed on that passage: by dye viv, the dye viv 
-of that passage is again resumed.1— oi mAobo]. See chap. i. 10, ii. 6,7; the 
expression is not to be taken in a symbolical, but in its literal, meaning 
(against Lange). —«Aaboate ddoAblovtec, x.7.A.]. KAaboare is not here to be 
understood, as in chap. iv. 9, of the tears of repentance (Estius, Hornejus, 
Laurentius, De Wette, and others), for there is no intimation of a call to 
repentance. Correctly, Calvin: falluntur qui Jacobum hic exhortari ad poeni- 
tentiam divites putant; mihi simplex magis denuntiatio judicii Dei videtur, qua 
eos terrere voluit absque spe veniae.2 James already sees the judgment coming 
upon the rich, therefore the call «2abcare; that for which they should weep 
are the radamwpiae which threatened them.8— The imperative is not here used 
instead of the future (Semler: stilo prophetico imperat, ut rem certissimam 
demonstret, FLEBITIS; Schneckenburger: aoristus imperativi rem mox certoque 
eventuram designat), but is to be retained in its full force. The imperative 
expresses not what they will do, but what they shall even now do, because 
their radamwpiac are nigh. The union of the imperative xAaicare with the 
participle 4A026fovrec is not an imitation of the frequent combination of 
the finite verb with the infinite absolute of the same verb in the Hebrew 


1 Whilst De Wette, Wiesinger, and others 
understand by the rich here addressed Chris- 
tians, Stier has correctly recognized that such 
are here addressed ‘who are outside of the 
Christian Church,” namely, those already men- 
tioned in chap. ii. 6, 7, who practise violence 
on you, the confessors of the Lord of glory. 
His remark is also striking: ‘To them James 
predicts as a prophet, and entirely in the style 
of the old prophets, the impending judgment.” 

2 Wiesinger indeed concedes the point to 


Calvin, but only in words; for ‘the design of 
James, as in the case of the prophets of the 
O.T., is certainly nothing else than that of 
moving them by such a threat if possible yet 
to turn.” If James has this design in these 
words, he has certainly not indicated it. 

8 That James by this intends the end of 
the Roman Empire (Hengstenberg), is proved 
neither from the Epistle of Peter, nor from 
Rey. xviii., nor from any other indications in 
this Epistle. 
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(Schneckenburger), since here two different verbs are united together (De 
Wette, Wiesinger) ; also ddoAbew has not the same meaning as xAaiew, but, 
as expressive of a more vehement affection, is added for the sake of strength. 
éroabGew frequently in the O. T., Isa. xiii. 6, xiv. 31, xv. 3 (6AoAblere werd 
kAavouod), and in other places, and indeed chiefly used in reference to the 
impending divine judgment (Isa. xiii. 6: dAori{ere, éyydc yap huépa xvpiov). 
Calvin: est quidem et suus poenitentiae luctus, sed qui mixtus consolatione, non 
ad ululatum usque procedit. — éni raic¢ rararmwpiase iucw]. For your miseries, i.e., 
the miseries destined for you, namely, the miseries of the judgment; see ver. 3: 
év éoyatase nuspacc; ver. 7: 7 napovoia tod xvpiov. Thomas Aquinas, Grotius, 
Mill, Benson, Michaelis, Stier, Lange, Bouman, refer this to the then im- 
pending destruction of Jerusalem; they are so far right, as the destruction 
of Jerusalem and the last judgment had not as yet been distinguished in 
representation ;! but it is incorrect to refer it to the judgment itself, rather 
than to the miseries which will precede the advent of Christ ; or, with Hottinger, 
to find here only a description of the inconstancy of prosperity. — rai¢ émepyo- 
pévatc, not se. juiv (Luther: your misery which will come upon you; so also 
De Wette, Lange, and others), but the impending, already threatening miseries ; 
comp. Eph. il. 7. 

Ver. 2. Description of the judgment destroying all riches: 6 rAobro¢ tuav 
aéonnev. In a prophetical manner the future is described as having already 
taken place (Hottinger, Schneckenburger, De Wette, Wiesinger, Bouman, 
and others). By mioiroc is not here—as Estius, Raphelius, Wolf, Semler, 
Gebser, Bouman, on account of oéonmev think — to be understood such things 
(fruit, etc.) as undergo literal rottenness, but is to be understood generally; 
and oéoynre aS a figurative expression denotes generally the destruction to 
which riches are abandoned. The explanation of Calvin is incorrect: hic 
immensa divitum rapacitas perstringitur, dum supprimunt, quicquid undecunque 
possunt ad se trahere, ut inutiliter in arca computrescat (similarly Hornejus, 
Laurentius, Grotius, Bengel, Theile 2); James “does not here intend to give 
the natural result of covetousness, and thus the reason of the judgment, but 
the effect of the judgment breaking forth” (Wiesinger).2 James describes 
the reason from ver. 4 and onwards. —‘The verb ofmw, to cause to rot, in the 
passive and second perfect to corrupt, is in the N. T, az. dey, but often 
occurs in the LXX.; comp. Job xxxiii. 21, xl. 7; as here in a general sense 
(= ¢beipeoda) it is found in Ecclus. xiv. 19.— «ai ra inaria Syov, «.7.A. The 
general idea mAoitoc is here and in what follows specialized. — onréBpuroc, 


1 Wiesinger: “The question whetherJames jam facta sunt eorumque, quae pro justa Dei 
thought on the destruction of Jerusalem, or on retributione adhuc fient.”’ 


the advent of Messiah, is an anachronism; for 3 In agreement with his explanation of 
to him both of these events occur together.”’ mAovo.o, Lange understands also mAovros in 

2 Theile, who takes the preterite in its literal a symbolical sense, namely, the externalized 
sense, thus explains the passage: ‘‘divitiae a Judaistic righteousness — ‘connected, of 
vobis coacervatae perierunt nulla vestra ali- course, with worldly prosperity.”’? His asser- 
orumque utilitate ... atque ideo vos coram tion is also incorrect, that here not the last 


judice perdent. Ita causa addituristarumcala- judgment, but “the natural immanent judg- 
mitatum perferendi, gravi oppositione eorum ments of sinners” are meant. 
quae per absurda et impia ipsorum avaritia 
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moth-eaten, in the N. T. dz. Aey., does not occur in the classics, but in Job 
xiii. 20, LXX.: domep iudriov ont6Bpwrov; comp. Isa. li. 8.  oxwAyxdBpwro¢ in 
Acts xii. 23 is similarly formed. 

Ver. 3. Continuation of the description of the judgment: 6 ypvade biuav 
kat 6 dpyvpoc, a further specification of riches. «ariwra:, in the N. T. dm. rey. 
(Ecclus. xii. 10), equivalent to the simple verb, only in a stronger significa- 
tion. Correctly, Hornejus: loguitur populariter, nam aurum proprie aeruginem 
non contrahit; so in the Epistle of Jeremiah 11, where it is said of gold and 
silver images: od dacdlovrat dnd iod ; see also in the same, ver. 23. With too 
minute accuracy, Bretschneider justifies the use of the verb here, that we are 
to think on gold and silver vessels which are alloyed with copper (similarly 
Bouman). It is no less incorrect, with Pott, to weaken the idea kartiwras, 
that it is to be understood only of amisso auri et argenti splendore, de mutato 
auri colore ex flavo in viridem; against this is 6 id¢ directly following. Wie- 
singer thinks that because xariwra: is here used figuratively, it is a matter of 
indifference that rust does not affect gold; but the ideas must suit each 
other in the figurative expression. The verb is rather here to be justified 
by the fact that since rust settles on metals generally, James in his vivid 
concrete description did not scrupulously take into consideration the differ- 
ence of metals, which, however, is not to be reckoned, with De Wette, as a 
“poetical exaggeration.” 1— kal 6 id¢ abrav (namely, tod ypvaod Kal rod dpybpov), 
ele paptipiov hiv gota. Most expositors agree with the explanation of Oecu- 
menius: karayaprupjoe: tuar, ehéyywr 7d dueradotov buoy; accordingly, “The rust 
which has collected on your unused gold and silver will testify to your hard- 
ness, and that to your injury = kar’ tuev.” But since the preceding xatiwra 
describes the judgment overtaking earthly glory, ioc can only be understood 
with reference to it; correctly, Wiesinger: “the rust is a witness of their 
own destruction; in the destruction of their treasures they see depicted 
their own.”? Augusti superficially explains it: “ will convince you that all 
riches are transitory.” After their riches are destroyed, the judgment seizes 
upon themselves; therefore cai guyerat tac odpxac budv. The subject is 6 ide, 
“the corroding rust seizes also them, and will eat their flesh” (Wiesinger). 
The figurative expression, although bold and peculiar, is not unsuitable, 
‘since ié¢ is considered as an effect of judgment. ayerac is not the present 
(Schneckenburger), but in the LXX. and N. T. the ordinary future for 
fdera; see Buttmann, Ausf. Gr. Sprach., § 114 (E. T., 58), under éosia; 
Winer, p. 82 (E. T., 89). The object rae odpxac tuav belonging to gddyera: is 
neither = dude (Baumgarten), nor yet in itself indicates “bloated bodies” 
(Augusti, Pott: corpora lautis cibis bene pasta); also Schneckenburger lays 
too much stress on the expression, explaining it: emphatice, quum ejusmodi 
homines nihil sint nisi cap. According to usage, al capxec denotes the fleshy 
parts of the body, therefore the plural is also used with reference to one indi- 


1 Lange strangely thinks that it is here in- as for the glory of Israel to be as corrupted 
tended to bring out the unnatural fact that the as the glory of other nations corrupts, which 
princes of Israel are become rebellious and may be compared to base metals,” 
companions of thieves: “Jt is as unnatural 2 Stier incorrectly understands by rust ‘the 
for gold and silver to be eaten up with rust, guilt of sin which cleaves to mammon.” 
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vidual; comp. 2 Kings ix. 36: xaragdyovra: of xivec ra¢ oapKac ’lelaGea; further, 
Lev. xxvi. 29; Judith xvi. 17; Rev. xix. 18, 21; in definite distinction from 
bones, Mic. iii. 2,3. It is tobe remarked that in almost all these passages | 
the same verb is united with the noun.! The context shows that what is 
spoken of is not “the consuming of the body by care and want” (Erasmus, 
Semler, Jaspar, Morus, Hottinger, Bouman), but the punishment of the 
divine judgment (Calvin, Grotius, Pott, Schneckenburger, De Wette, Wie- 
singer, and others). The words cc rip may be united either with what goes 
before or with what follows. Most expositors prefer the first combination ; 
yet already A, the Syriac version (where d¢ is wanting), and Oecumenius in 
his commentary put a stop after iuév. Grotius, Knapp, and Wiesinger, con- 
sidering this construction as correct, accordingly explain it: tanquam ignem 
opes istas congessetis ; Wiesinger states as a reason for this, that without the 
union with o¢ rip the words ééycavpicare, x.7.2., give too feeble a meaning. 
But this is not the case, since the chief stress rests on év éoyarace Auépauc (SO 
also Lange); also James could not well reckon riches as a fire of judgment. 
Besides, in the O. T. the judgment is frequently represented as a devouring 
consuming fire, which was sufficient to suggest to James to add céc zip to 
oayera.2 The sentiment is: After the judgment has overtaken the wealth of 
the rich, it will attack themselves. Kern gives the sentiment in an unsatis- 
factory manner: “The destruction of that which was every thing to the rich 
will punish him with torturing sorrow, as if fire devoured his flesh.” That 
the radamupia already draw near is said in ver. 1, and James by the words 
tOnoavpicate év éoxarate quépacc indicates that the judgment is close at hand, so 
that this time is the last days directly preceding the judgment; accordingly, 
the heaping-up of treasure appears as something so much the more wicked. 
Estius, Calvin, Laurentius, and others incorrectly supply to the verb the word 
épyfv in accordance with Rom. ii. 5 (comp. Prov. i. 18). The object to be 
supplied to @noavpite, which is often used absolutely (comp. Luke xii. 21; 
2 Cor. xii. 14; Ps. xxxviii. 7), is contained in the verb itself, and also follows 
from what has preceded. The preposition év is not used instead of eic, and 
éoyarat fuépa are not the last days of life (Wolf: accumulavistis divitias extremae 
vitae parti provisuri; Morus: cumulastis opes sub finem vitae vestrae), but the 
last times which precede the advent of Christ (ver. 7), not merely the final 
national judgment (Lange). Jachmann most erroneously takes the sentence 
as interrogative: Have ye collected your (spiritual) treasures on the day (ie., 
for the day) of judgment, in order to exhibit them ? 

Ver. 4. Description of the sins of the rich to the end of ver. 6, by reason 


1 Although cdpxes in itself indicates only 2 See Ps. xxi. 10, LXX.: katadayerar avtovs 
flesh according to its separate parts, yet the mip; Isa. x. 16,17, xxx. 27 (7 opyn Tod Ovmod ws 
expression is here chosen in order to name mop éderar); Ezek. xv, 7; Amos v. 6. Pott: 
in a concrete manner that which is carefully “Aerugo describitur, quasi invadat membra di- 
nourished by the rich. According to Lange, vitum, eaque quasi, ut metallum, arrodat atque 
ai capkes are ** the externals of religious, civil, consumat et quidem... os wvp, tanquam 
and individual life; ’’ and the thought of James flamma membra quasi circumlabens carnem- 
is that ‘‘the rotten fixity described as rust in que lento dolore depascens.”’ 
its last stage transforms itself in the fire of a 
revolutionary movement”! 
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of which they become liable to the judgment. The first sin mentioned is 
their injustice toward those who work for them. — idob, an interjection often 
occurring in the N. T. to draw attention to the object in question. — ra» 
épyarov, emphatically put first; comp. the proverb: dévo¢ 6 épyarne rod pucbod 
abrov (1 Tim. v. 18). 
yopac tudv; xOpa = fields, as in Luke xii. 16; John iv. 35. — In the following 
words, expositors conjoin dq’ tuar with dmeorepnuévoc ;} whilst they either 
explain dn = in6, or, as Wiesinger, retaining the distinction of the prepo- 
sitions, observes, that “not the direct origin, but the proceeding of the act 
of robbery from them, is indicated” (comp. Winer, p. 332 (E. T., 464); Al. 
Buttmann, p. 280 [E. T., 826]). But it would be more suitable to join 
ag’ buav to Kpagec (so also Lange); the kept-back hire crieth from the place 
where it is.2. The chief stress is put on 6 dmeorepypévoc; the same kind of 
conjunction as in chap. iv. 14. The injury of our neighbor, by diminished 
payment or withholding of the wages due to him, was expressly forbidden 
in the law.— «page. Calvin: vindictam quasi alto tlamore exposcit; comp. 
Gen. iv. 10.—In the following words it is stated that the cry has been heard 
by God. By the designation of God as xvpiov ca8aé0, His power as the Lord 
of the heavenly hosts is rg phasized; the reference occurring in the O. T. 
likewise to the earthly hosts is here evidently not admissible (against Lange); 
it is the transference of the Hebrew D'83¥ 77, often occurring in the LXX., 
particularly in Isaiah; in other places the LXX. have xipio¢ zavroxpatup, 
2 Sam. v. 10, vii. 27, or kipioc tay duvauewr, Ps. xxiv. 10.— James, in his 
graphic style, instead of the general word “laborer,” mentions specially the 
reapers, not on account of their multitude (De Wette), but because their 
laborious work in the sweat of their brow most strongly represents the work 
which is worthy of wages. Thus Calvin not incorrectly observes: quid est 
indignius quam eos, qui panem ex suo labore nobis suppeditant, inedia et fame 
conficere? It is more remote to explain it thus: “because selfish hard- 
heartedness is here most sharply stated, when even the joy of the harvest 
does not induce them to give to the poor their hardly-earned portion” 
(Briickner).® 

Ver. 5. A second sin of the rich, namely, their luxurious and gluttonous 
life, which forms a sharp contrast to the toilsome life of the laborers. — 
érpugqjoate . . . éonatadjoate, Synonymous terms: tpvgav, in the N. T. az. Acy., 
in the LXX., Neh. ix. 25; Isa. lxvi. 11 (Isa. lvii. 4). 


Tov dunodvtwv (duav = depigev, in the N. T. dr, dey.) rac 


onataAdv, only here 


1 amoatepéw, to keep back. Plato, Gorg. ¢ Comp. on this expression, particularly 
§19¢.; 80 also LXX. Mal. iii. 5; Ecclus. xxxiv. Ps. xviii. 7; Isa. v. 9: }KovcOn cis Ta Sta 
27. kuplov gaBawd tadta; besides Gen. xviii. 21, 

2 Comp. Gen. iv. 10: dwvhy aimatos ... xix. 13; Exod. ii. 23 f., iii. 9, xxii. 22 f.; 2 Sam. 
Pod... &k THs yns; Exod. ii. 23: aveBy } Bon xxii. 7, and other passages. 
avTov mpds Tov Oedy ard Tay Epywv. ° Here also Lange comes in with his sym- 


3 Comp. Lev. xix. 18; Deut. xxiv. 14; Jer. 
xxii, 13; particularly also Mal. iii. 
paptus Taxis émt... Tos amogTEepodyTas 
pucOov prcOwrod;- comp. also Job xxxi. 38, 
89; Tob. iv. 14; Ecclus. xxxiv. 27 (é«xéwv 
Gia O amooTEepOv picOwy pLcOLOV).» 


5: é€gomar 


bolical interpretation, understanding by the 
harvest ‘‘ the time when the theocratic seed of 
God in Israel has ripened unto the harvest 
of God,” and by the reapers ‘the apostles 
and first Christians.’’ 
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and in 1 Tim. v. 6; in the LXX., Ezek. xvi. 49; Amos vi. 4, and other 
places. Hottinger thus states the distinction between them: ;pugav delicia- 
rum est et exquisitae voluptatis; oxatadav luxuriae atque prodigalitatis ; comp. 
the description of the rich man in Luke xvi. 19. These and the following 
verbs are in the aorist, not “because the conduct of the rich is described as 
viewed from the day of judgment” (first edition of this commentary; simi- 
larly also Wiesinger), for “this does not suit the present dvriréooerar” (Gunkel), 
but because James will mark the present conduct as a constant occurrence. 
The addition én? rjc yzc forms a sharp contrast to the preceding ee ta bra 
kvpiov caBae9. Whilst the Lord in heaven hears the complaints of the unjustly 
oppressed, the rich on earth enjoy their lusts, undisturbed by the wrath of 
God, which shall be revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and 
unrighteousness of men (Rom. i. 18). —édpépate tag xapdiag tudv does not 
add a new idea to the preceding, but brings forward the fact that the rich 
in their luxurious living find the satisfaction of the desires of their heart. 
Luther’s translation: “Ye have pastured your heart,” does not sufficiently 
correspond to the idea rpégev; something bad is evidently denoted by it. 
Since zpé¢evv is literally “to make firm, thick,” it is best here to render it by 
“to satiale.”” Other expositors translate it by “to fatten;” Lange, by “to 
make fat.” tag xapdiag is equivalent neither to ra cauata tucv nor to dbuac; 
comp. Acts xiv. 17, and Meyer on that passage;1 Winer, p. 141 (KE. T., 156). 
év quépa ooayne corresponds to the preceding év éoydraic quépatc. These last 
times are designated by James with reference to the rich as juépa odayic, the 
day of slaughter, because the sentence of death, which they have incurred, 
will be directly executed upon them at the approach of the zapovoia of Christ 
(comp. ver. 7) and the judgment; so also Wiesinger, Briickner, Lange, only 
the latter arbitrarily understands by the day of slaughter, the day of Israel’s 
judgment, comprehending the time from the death of Christ to the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem. This designation of the day of judgment is also found 
in the O. T., particularly Jer. xii. 83, LXX.: Gywoov abrode ele ugpav obayge 
abrov; xxy. 34. By the reading dc before év juépg of, a comparison occurs, 
namely, with the beasts who are to be slaughtered, so that Pott after oc 
directly supplies @péupata. De Wette explains it: “Ye have pastured your 
hearts as in the day of slaughter; i.e., according to the comparison with 
beasts, who on the day on which they are to be slaughtered feed carelessly 
and devour greedily;” so also Bouman. But the idea “carelessly and 
greedily” is introduced; also the comparison is unsuitable, since beasts on 
the day of slaughter do not eat more greedily than on other days. Other 
expositors, as Wolf, Augusti, Hottinger, and others, take év as equivalent to 
eic; Hottinger: corpora vestra aluistis, tanquam pecora, quae saginari solent ad 
mactationem; but this change of prepositions is arbitrary. Several expos- 
itors, as Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Laurentius, Bengel, and others, understand 
by juépa opayyc the day of sacrifice; Calvin: addit similitudinem, sicut, etc., 
quia solebant in sacrificiis solemnibus liberalius vesci quam pro quotidiano more ; 


1 Meyer: ‘The heart is filled with food, the pleasant feeling of satisfaction, is in the 
inasmuch as the sensation of being filled, heart.” 
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the meaning then is: ¢ofa vila vestra est quasi perpetuum epulum ac festum con- 
tinwum (Laurentius); but that expression never elsewhere occurs in this 
signification. Had James thought on the sacrificial feast or the like, he 
would have expressed it more definitely; besides, by this explanation the 
reference to the judgment is entirely wanting, and only the luxurious life is 
described; but this contradicts the character of the whole section, for if 
James, from ver. 4 onwards, assigns the reason of ta%a:mwpiat, he does this 
not without an earnest pointing to the judgment and its nearness. 

Ver. 6. The third sin, the persecution of the just, by which the ungodliness 
of their disposition is most strongly indicated. By dixawec is not meant Christ 
(Oecumenius,! Bede, Grotius, Lange),-for, on the one hand, there is nothing 
in the context to indicate this, and, on the other hand, the present dvritéccerat 
is opposed to it; also, if this were the case, the perfect must be put instead of 
the aorist, as here only one deed is mentioned, not, as before, a repetition 
of deeds. Wiesinger, in an unsatisfactory manner, explains rdv dixacov by the 
innocent. Not merely the unjust conduct of the Addo. founded on covet- 
ousuess is here intended to be described, but the reason of persecution is 
implied in the expression rdv dixaov itself; comp. Wisd. of Sol. ii. 12-20; 
as also 1 John iii. 12. The singular is to be taken collectively, and the 
expression absolutely, as in ver.16. Several expositors assume that the verbs 
kateducdoarte, épovetoate, are not meant in their literal sense; but evidently 
without reason. xaredicdcare shows that here primarily judges are meant; 
yet the accusers, if these are to be distinguished from them, are not to be 
considered as excluded, since their accusation points to nothing else than to 
a sentence of condemnation.? The asyndeton sharpens the climax, which 
is contained in the addition of the second verb to the first. Bouman directs 
attention to the paronomasia between xared:xdoate and dixaiov. — ovK avtirdocerat 
opposes the calm patience of the just to the violence of the wicked: he doth 
not resist (comp. Acts xviii. 6; Rom. xili. 4; Jas. iv. 6). Schneckenburger: 
ob« avtit. sine copula et pronomine ponderose additur. The present is explained 
from the fact that in what goes before not a single instance, but the con- 
tinued conduct of the rich is described, and opposed to this is placed the 
similarly continued conduct of the dixas. Lange, by the reference of rdv 
dixatov to Christ, misinterprets the force of the present, arbitrarily attributing 
to the verb the meaning: “He stands no longer in your way; He does not 
stop you (in the way of death); He suffers you to fill up your measure.” — 
It is unnecessary to supply in thought é¢ or yap; also ob« dvriréocerae is not to 
be converted into ob divara dvrirdocecta (Pott). For the correct construction 


1 Oecumenius, indeed, says: avavrippytws 
76, epov. T. Suk., Emi Tov Xpiotiv dvadheperar; 
but he thinks that James likewise understands 
by this: rovs aAAovs rods Ta Sova Tapa Tov 
*lovdaiwy madovras; and he closes with the 
remark: tows 5€ Kat mpopytiKds TO mepi éavToV 
UTeupatver Tados. 

2 Wiesinger correctly observes that hoveveuw 
is here not to be explained according to Ecclus. 
Xxxi. 21: dovevwy voy mAngiov 6 apatpovpevos 


Thv éuBiworv; but he maintains without reason 
that the death of the just is not to be considered 
as the direct design of the mAovoror, but only as 
the result of their oppressions. Also De Wette 
thinks that the killing is not to be understood 
literally, but of extreme violence, deprivation 
of liberty, and the like. This interpretation 
is, however, occasioned by the assumption 
that the rich are Christians. 
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there is no reason, with Bentley, for conjecturing 6 «pie instead of 0%, or, 
with Benson, to take the sentence as interrogative, and to supply 6 «épuoc. 
The object of the addition of the clause is not so much the more strongly ta 
mark the violent conduct of the rich, as rather by implication to point to the 
proximity of the vengeance of God, who interests Himself in the suffering 
just, as is definitely asserted in the previous verses. With this verse are to 
be compared, besides the already cited passage in Wisd. of Sol. ii. 12-20, 
particularly Amos ii. 6,7, v. 12 (karamaroivrec dixawy), viii. 4, which testify 
for the correctness of the explanation here given. 

Ver. 7. Exhortation to the brethren to patient waiting, on to ver. 11. — 
Haxpobuujoare ody]. paxpobuusiv; literally, to be long-suffering to those who do 
an injury; opposed to dgvévusiv; see Meyer on Col. i. 11. On its distinction 
from trovéverv, see on 2 Tim. iii. 11; here the meaning appears to run into 
that of bropévery; comp. the following paxpodvuey and ver. 8; but it is here 
well put, in order to exclude the feeling of disquieting doubt; comp. Heb. 
vi. 12, 15. —odv refers to the preceding sentiment (also to that indicated in 
ov« avrtitdocera tuiv), that the judgment is near (De Wette, Wiesinger).! — 
ddeAgoi, contrast to the rAobcw. — Patience is to endure éw¢ ri¢ mapovciac tod 
kupiov. On éwe as a preposition, see Winer, p. 418 (E. T.,470). As regards 
the meaning which éwc¢ here has, Schneckenburger correctly observes: non 
tempus tantum sed rem quoque indicat, qua 7 OAinic waxpobuwe toleranda tollatur. 
By xapovoia tov xvpiov, according to constant Christian usage, is to be under- 
stood the advent of Christ (Wiesinger, Briickner, Lange, Bouman), not the 
coming of God (Augusti, Theile, De Wette); although James by xiépsoc 
chiefly designates God, yet he also uses this name for Christ, chap. ii. 1. — 
The exhortation is strengthened by the reference to the patient waiting of 
the husbandman (the same figure in Ecclus. vi. 19). As he waits (éxdéyerar) 
for the precious fruit of the earth, being patient with reference to it, until 
it has received the early and latter rain, so should the Christian patiently 
wait for the precious fruit of his labor, for which he hopes. The kapzé¢ is 
designated as rigoc, because it is its preciousness which occasions the paxpo- 
Guuia. By paxpodvpav éx’ aitd, éxdéxerae is more definitely stated, since that 
verb does not necessarily include in itself the idea here intended. On én’ 
airé = in reference to the xaproc, comp. Luke xviii. 7.—6 yewpyé¢ is not the 
subject of Ad8 (Luther), but 6 xapro¢ (Stier). — The question whether we 
are here to read éw¢ with or without dy (see critical remarks) cannot be an- 
swered from the usage of the N. T.; see Matt. x. 11, and, on the other hand, 
Luke xii. 59. According to Tischendorf, the authorities are decisive for the 
omission of dv. See Al. Buttmann, p. 198 f. (E. T., 280 f.).8— (berdv) apai- 
pov kai Gbyov, the autumnal and spring rains; see Deut. xi, 14; Jer. v. 26; 

Joel ii. 23; Zech. x. 1: not “the morning and the evening rain” (Luther); 
see Winer’s Realwérterb. under ‘‘ Witterung.” ® 


1 Schneckenburger correctly observes: ‘‘ad 2 It is peculiar that in the parallel sentences, 
judici diyini propinquitatem respicit;” butthe Exod. xv. 16; Jer. xxiii. 20, at first éws stands 
remark is erroneous: ‘neque eam infitias, si and then ews av. 
quis pariter versui 6 hune jungat, ita ut exem- 3 Tn a peculiar manner Oecumenius allegor- 


plo ths p-axpodvpias ad eandem animi lenitatem izing says: mpwiswos verds, ) ev veoTnTL META 
usque servandam excitentur.” Saxpywy meTavora* OWeuos, H Ev TH YNPA- 
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Ver. 8. Resumption and completion of the exhortation. The «ai after 
paxpodvujoare is explained from the reference to 6 yewpyéc. — By the asynde- 
ton addition ornpigare tag xapdiac bu, the conduct which is the condition of 
paxpodvuia is emphasized. Not weak, but strong hearts are able to cherish 
paxpobvuiay ; on this expression, comp. 1 Thess. iii. 13; 1 Pet. v.10. The 
strengthening is indeed, on the one hand, an affair of God; but, on the other 
hand, it depends on the man himself, just like every thing else that is 
obtained by the man surrendering himself to the love of God working in 
him. — ére # rupovoia, «.7.A.]. Calvin: Ne quis objiceret, nimium differr: libera- 
tionis tempus, occurrit dicens, prope instare Dominum, vel (quod idem est) ejus 
adventum appropinquasse. — On the expression, comp. especially 1 Pet. iv. 7. 

Ver. 9. To the preceding exhortation a new one is added: yy orevdgere, 
ddeAgot, kar’ dAAjAwy, Since with impatience in affliction a sinful irritability of 
the sufferers toward each other is easily conjoined. otevatew xara is to be 
understood neither of inwidia alienis bonis ingemiscente (Grotius), nor of impati- 
entia mutuis lamentationibus augenda ; it rather denotes the gemitus accusatorius 
(Estius, Calvin, and others), without, however, necessarily supposing a pro- 
vocatio ultionis divinae malorumque imprecatio (Theile, and similarly Calvin, 
Morus, Gebser, Hottinger, Lange, and others) united with it. Augusti in- 
correctly renders it: “Give no occasion.to one another for sighing.” — From 
kat’ dAapdwv it does not follow that the rAciow: (ver. 1 ff.) belong to the 
Christian Church (against De Wette and Wiesinger) ; the reference here is 
rather to the conduct of Christians toward each other under the oppressions 
to which they were exposed by the miovou.1— Since orevagew xara involves 
the judging of our brother, and is opposed to that love of which Paul says: 
paxpofuuei, XpnoTeveral, ... . ob mupogiverat, ov Aoyilerar TO KaKOv . . . TavTa brroméveEt, 
James adds the admonition iva uy xpidre (comp. Matt. vii. 1), and then, for 
the purpose of strengthening the warning, points to the nearness of the 
Judge. The xpurq¢ is none other than the Lord, whose zapovoia is at hand. 
As His nearness should comfort Christians in their distress, so it should 
likewise restrain them from the renunciation of love to one another (comp. 
chap. ii. 18). Incorrectly Theile: non tam, qui impatientius ferentes certo 
puniat (quamquam nec hoc abesse potest), quam: qui vos ulciscatur, ut igitur ne 
opus quidem sit ista tam periculosa impatientia (so also De Wette) ; for 6 xpirhe 
evidently points back to wa uA Kpubyre.2—On mpd tov Oupdv kornxev, i.e., he 
stands already before the door, on the point of entering, see Matt. xxiv. 33; 
Mark xiii. 29 (Acts v. 28). 

Vv. 10, 11. Old Testament examples adduced for the sake of strengthen- 
ing the exhortation to patience. — iméderyya AdBere]. ‘tmoderypa (instead of the 
classical napaderyua) here, as frequently in the N. T. and LXX., an example, 


1 Hornejus: ‘‘Quos ad manifestas et gravis- 
simas improborum injurias fortiter ferendas 
incitarat, eos nune hortatur, ut etiam in mi- 
noribus illis offensis, quae inter pias ipsos 
saepe subnascuntur, vel condonandis vel dis- 
simulandis promti sint. Contingit enim, ut qui 
hostium et improborum maximas saepe con- 
tumelias et injurias aequo animo tolerant, fra- 


trum tamen offensas multo leviores non facile 
ferant.” 

2 Wiesinger, indeed, recognizes that the 
statement is added as a warning; but yet he 
thinks that the chief idea is: “Ye may with 
perfect calmness leave the judgment to Him” 
(so also Lange). 
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a@ pattern; in sense equivalent to éndypaypov, 1 Pet. ii. 21; rémoc, 2 Thess. 
ili. 9 (ei¢ 7d pepeicdar). — THe Kaxonabeiac Kad Tie paxpobvpiac). kaxondbeu, in the 
N. T. Gz. dcy., is not synonymous with yaxpopuuia = vexationum patientia (Hot- 
tinger), but denotes suffering, affliction, synonymous with évu¢opai, Thuc. 
vii. 77; in 2 Macc. ii. 26, 27, it is used in a somewhat attenuated sense. 
Schneckenburger arbitrarily combines it with the following words into one 
idea = rie év xaxorabeig waxpobvuiac; by this combination the point of kaxora- 
dea is weakened. On the sentiment, see Matt. v. 12.—By the relative 
clause of éAdAnjoav (év) TH dvduare xvpiov, belonging to rode npodqrac, is indicated 
that the prophets, as servants of God, stand opposed to the world, even as 
believing Christians do. The dative 7 dvduarc (see critical remark) is not 
to be explained, with Meyer (see on Matt. vii. 22), “ by means of the name, 
i.e., that the name of the Lord satisfied their religious consciousness and was 
the object of their confession;” but, as is commonly understood = éy r 
évouare Kupiov (Wiesinger: jussu et autoritate; De Wette: “by virtue of the 
name”); this is evident from the fact that the Hebrew 717 DW2 135 is 
translated in the LXX: not only by é (78) év. xvpiov (Dan. ix. 6) or by én? 
To ov, (Jer. xx. 9), but also by Aarelv 7o dvouare kvpiov (Jer. xliv. 16).4 
Ver. 11 assigns a new reason for the exhortation: Behold, we count happy 
_ them who endure ; the yaxapitew of them is founded on the consciousness that 
God does not leave them unrewarded (Matt. v. 12), which is clearly mani- 
fested in the life of Job, on which account James, in conclusion, refers to 
him. By the reading rove trouévovrac the idea is to be taken quite generally ; 
whereas by the better attested reading rode inoyeivavrac it is to be limited to 
sufferers of the past time; the latter is more in conformity with the context 
(Wiesinger). The “restricted reference” to rode mpogqrac (Grotius, Baum- 
garten, Pott, Hottinger, Theile) is not to be justified. — riv trouovqy '1oB 
hKoboate]. dzxouovg is not = perpessio (Storr), but the patience which Job dis- 
played both in his afflictions, and in his replies to the contradictions of his 
friends; Tob. ii. 12-15 (Vulg.; the text in the Greek ed., Tisch. reads dif- 
ferently) refers to the same example; also in Ezek. xiv. 14, 20, Job is 
mentioned as a righteous man along with Noah and Daniel. — jxoicare may 
refer specially to the reading in the synagogue, but may be understood 
generally. — xa rd réAoc xupiov is, according to the connection given above, 
to be referred to and explained of the issue in which the sufferings of Job 
terminated: finem, quem a Domino habuit; so that «vpiov is the genit. subj. or 
causae (2 Cor. xi. 26); thus most expositors explain it. Others, as Augustin, 
Bede, Lyra, Estius, Thomas, Pareus, Wetstein, Lange, assume that by réAoc 
xvpiov the death of Christ is to be understood. Against this is not only the 
concluding clause, but also the context, which points to the end to which 
the pious sufferer is brought by the mercy of God, and on account of 
which he is accounted happy; apart altogether from the improbability 


1 Also in union with other verbs the LXX. were not decisive, yet it would be most natural 
translate Dwa sometimes by the simple dative; to explain the dative ro ovomati = through the 
thus Exod. xxxiii. 19, xxxiv. 5: KaAeiy To ove- name, by which the name of the Lord would 
pare; der. xii. 16: duvvew TO ov. ov; see also be conceived as the objective power by which 
Isa. xli. 25, xliii, 7, xlv.4.—Though this usage — the prophets were induced to speak. 
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that James should connect the example of Christ immediately with that 
of Job.1— With the reading eidere this can only be understood of “indirect 
seeing, namely, of clear perception by hearing” (De Wette). The better 
attested reading, however, is idere, and it can only be regarded as an over- 
sight that Wiesinger translates this idere by “audiendo cognovistis,” as it is 
not the indicative, but the imperative. The imperative is here certainly sur- 
prising, and was on that account changed into the indicate. Tischendorf has 
connected idere with what goes before, and then it is to be explained: Ye 
have heard of the patience of Job, look also at the end which the Lord gave. The 
connection with what follows would, however, be more suitable: Ye have 
heard of the patience of Job and the end which the Lord gave ; see (1.e., recognize 
from this) that the Lord is rostondayxvoc and oixtipywv. Such an imperative, 
introduced dovvdéruc, is not foreign to the style of James; comp. chap. i. 16, 
19. With the Receptus, and also with the union of idere with 7d réAoc xvpiov, 
ért is not a particle of proof = for (De Wette, Wiesinger, Lange), since in 
the preceding words no thought is expressed which would be confirmed by 
this clause ;2 but an objective particle that; a twofold object is joined to the 
verb, the second definitely bringing forward the point indicated in the first; 
arbitrarily Theile translates it and certainly.— The subject to éo7 is at all 
events 6 xépic, which, according to the most important authorities, is to be 
retained as genuine. — rodtanAayyvoc is a complete dz. Aey. “coined after the 
Hebrew 07 107)” (Wiesinger), which the LXX. translate moAvédeoc, see 
Exod. xxxiv. 6, etc.; in Eph. iv. 32, 1 Pet. iii. 8, is the related expression 
eborAayyvoc. —oiktipuwr, in the N. T. only here and in Luke vi. 386 (comp. 
Col. iii. 12: onAdyyva oixtipuod), frequently in O. T.; comp. with this pas- 
sage, particularly Exod. xxxiv. 6; Ps. ciii. 8; and Kcclus. ii. 7 ff. — The 
reference to the mercy of God was to impress the readers, in their suffer- 
ings, with the hope that the reward of their patience would not fail them, 
and to encourage them to steadfast endurance. 

Ver. 12. The warning contained in this verse against swearing is in no 
other connection with the preceding than what lay in the conduct of the 
readers. The Epistle of James was occasioned by manifold faults in the 
churches, and therefore he could not conclude without referring to the incon- 
siderate swearing prevalent among them. It is as little indicated that he 
refers to the warning against abuse of the tongue (chap. iii.; Hornejus) 
as that this swearing arose from impatience, against which the preceding 
verses are directed (against Gataker, Wiesinger). How important this 
warning was to the author, the words mpd ravtwy dé show, by which it is indi- 
cated that it, of all other exhortations, is to be specially taken to heart. 
James assigns the reason of this in the words Wa ua) bmd Kpiow méonte. — The 
warning y ouviere. is more exactly stated in the words pare rov ovpavov, unte 


1 In a most unsatisfactory manner Lange 2 Ina peculiar but highly arbitrary manner, 
seeks to justify this, by observing that James Lange refers 67e to what directly precedes, 
‘did thus connect the example of Abraham — uniting it with rd rédos xvpiov in the sense 
with that of Rahab.” It is evidently inap- that it is thereby specified what Christ was 
propriate to place together Job as “the great able to effect in entering upon His suffer- 
sufferer of the Old Testament,” with Christ ings, 

* as “the great sufferer of the New Testament.” 
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THY YHv, whte dAdov twa Spxov. It is to be noticed that swearing by the name of 
God is not mentioned. This is not, as Rauch along with others maintains, 
to be considered as included in the last member of the clause, but James 
with ware Gddov twa dpxov has in view only similar formulae as the above, of 
which several are mentioned in Matt. v. 35, 836. Had James intended to 
forbid swearing by the name of God, he would most certainly have expressly 
mentioned it; for not only is it commanded in the O. T. law, in contra- 
distinction to other oaths (Deut. vi. 13, x. 20; Ps. lxiii. 12), but also in the 
prophets it is announced as ‘a token of the future turning of men to God 
(isa Ixy. 16; Jer. xii. 16, xxiii. 7,8). The omission of this oath shows that 
James in this warning has in view only the abuse, common among the Jews 
generally and also among his readers, of introducing in the common every- 
day affairs of life, instead of the simple yea or nay, such asseverations as 
those here mentioned; so that we are not justified in deducing from his 
words an absolute prohibition of swearing in general,! as has been done by 
many expositors of our Epistle, and especially by Oecumenius, Bede, Eras- 
mus, Gebser, Hottinger, Theile, De Wette, Neander (comp. also Meyer on 
Matt. v. 33 ff.); whereas Calvin, Estius, Hornejus, Laurentius, Grotius, 
Pott, Baumgarten, Michaelis, Storr, Morus, Schneckenburger, Kern, Wie- 
singer, Bouman, Lange,? and others, refer James’s prohibition to light and 
trifling oaths. The use of oaths by heaven, etc., arises, on the one hand, 
from forgetting that every oath, in its deeper significance, is a swearing by 
God; and, on the other hand, from a depreciation of the simple word, thus 
from a frivolity which is in direct contrast to the earnestness of the Chris- 
tian disposition. The construction of duvtew with the accusative rdv obpaviv, 
etc., is in accordance with classical usage, whereas the construction with éy 
and ec (in Matt.) is according to Hebraistic usage. —To the prohibition 
James opposes the command with the words jjrw dé tudv 7d val val Kal 7d od cb, 
which do not express a new exhortation (Schneckenburger), but the con- 
trast to duvieww tov obpaviv, etc. Most expositors (Theophylact, Oecumenius, 
Zwingli, Calvin, Hornejus, Grotius, Bengel, Gebser, Schneckenburger, Kern, 
Stier, and others) find here a command to truthfulness expressed ; but incor- 
rectly, as in the foregoing yu? éuviere a reference to the contrast between truth 
and falsehood is not in question at all. De Wette correctly explains it: 
“let your yea be (a simple) yea, and your nay (a simple) nay” (so also 


1 Rauch says: “One should give honor to 
the truth, and freely and without prejudice 
recognize that according to the clear words of 
the text here, as in Matt. v. 34 ff., a general 
and unconditional prohibition of all oaths is 
expressed.” To this it is replied that honor 
is given to the truth when one is not taken by 
appearance, but seeks without prejudice to 
comprehend the actual meaning. In oppo- 
sition to the view that Christ by the prohibi- 
tion of oaths, in Matt. v. 33 ff., has in view 
the ideal condition of the church, Wiesinger 
with justice observes: ‘“‘It can no longer be 
said, in reference to our passage, that only an 


ideal requirement is expressed calculated for 
entirely different circumstances than those 
which were in reality, for there can be no 
doubt that James demands for his require- 
ment complete practice under the actual and 
not the ideal circumstances of his readers.” 

2 Lange by this understands more exactly: 
“conspiracy, which is a swearing accompanied 
by hypothetical imprecations or the giving of 
a pledge.” Moreover, his view of the design 
of the Epistle misled him to find the reason of 
this prohibition in Jewish zeal to enter into 
conspiracies. 
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Estius, Piscator, Hottinger, Neander, Wiesinger, and others; comp. Al. 
Buttmann, p. 142 [E. T., 163]).1. Not the sentiment itself, but its form 
only is different from Matt. v. 37 (see Tholuck and Meyer in loco). —'The 
form #rw (1 Cor. xvi. 22; Ps. civ. 31, LXX.) instead of éorw is found in 
classical Greek only once in Plato, Rep., ii. p. 361 (see Buttmann, A usfihrl. 
Gr., § 108, Remark 15 (E. T., 49); Winer, p. 73 [E. T., 79]).—iva uy bd 
kpiow nméonte assigns the reason why one should not swear, but should be 
satisfied with the simple yea or nay. According to its meaning, the expres- 
sion is equivalent to iva uy xpuyre, ver. 9. There is nothing strange in inte 
éné. Comp. 2 Sam. xxii. 89; Ps. xviii. 39. By xpiow is to be understood 
judicium condemnatorium. The swearing forbidden by James subjects to 
the judgment, because it is founded on and in every instance promotes 
frivolity. 

Ver. 13. Ifone among you suffers, let him pray; if one is of good courage, 
let him sing psalms. This exhortation stands in no assignable connection 
with what goes before. The sufferings to which ver. 7 ff. refer are those of 
persecution; but. xaxoraseiv has here an entirely general meaning. On ac- 
count of the following eiuuei, many expositors (Beza, Semler, Rosenmiiller, 
Hottinger) incorrectly explain xaxorufeiv = “to be dejected” (Vulgate: tris- 
tatur quis). It rather means to be unfortunate, to suffer, in which aegritudo 
animi is certainly to be considered as included. Pott incorrectly takes it as 
equivalent to the following dodeveiv, which is only a particular kind of «axora- 
Geiv. — mpocebxecbat denotes prayer generally ; there is no reason to limit it here 
to petition. — paddew, literally, to touch, used particularly of stringed instru- 
ments; in the LXX. the translation of [1] and 1U1 = to sing psalms ; comp. 
particularly 1 Cor. xiv. 15. Both joy and sorrow should be the occasion of 
prayer to the Christian. The form of the sentence is the same as in 1 Cor. 
vil. 18,27. Meyer: “The protases do not convey a question, being in the 
rhetorically emphatic form of the hypothetical indicative;” see Winer, p. 152 
(E. T., 169), p. 255 (E. T., 285), p. 478 (E. T., 541).? 

Ver. 14. From the general xaxorafeiv a particular instance, that of sick- 
ness, is selected. do@eveiv = aegrotare, as in Matt. x. 8, Luke iv. 40, and 
many other passages; the opposite: tyaivew. — By dobevet tue James hardly 
means any sick person, but only such a person who under the burden of 
bodily suffering also suffers spiritually, being thereby tempted in his faith. 
The sick man is to call to himself the presbyters of the congregation. zpoo- 
kadecéodo, in the middle expresses only the reference to himself; not that the 
call is by others, which is here taken for granted. — rode mpea3urépove rijc bxkAg- 
oiac, the presbyters of the congregation, namely, to which the sick man belongs. 
It is arbitrary to explain rode xpeaButépovc as unum ex presbyteris (Estius, Ham- 
mond, Laurentius, Wolf); the whole body is meant (Wiesinger), as the article 
shows; not some of its members, as Theile considers possible. The follow- 


1 Lange would unite the two points together; Al. Buttmann, p. 195 (E. T., 226), rightly de- 
and he isso far not in the wrong, as James clares this to be unnecessary, but has in his 
presupposes truthfulness. f edition of the N. T. adopted the same punctu- 

2 Lachmann has after the sentence contain- ation, 
ing the hypothesis put a mark of interrogation. 
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ing words: kai mpocevédcdwoar, «.7.A., express the object for which the pres- 
byters are to come; they are to pray over him, anointing him in the name 
of the Lord. The prayer is the chief point, “as also ver. 15 teaches: 7 ebyp 
tT, miotewc, «.7.A.” (Wiesinger); the anointing is the act accompanying the 
prayer. éz’ airév is generally inaccurately explained as equivalent to pro eo, 
pro salute ejus; éni with the accusative expresses figuratively the reference 
to something, similarly as the German iber with the accusative; thus xAaiew 
éxi twa, Luke xxiii. 28. How far the author thought on a local reference, 
he who prayeth bending over the sick, or stretching forth his hands over 
him, cannot be determined; see Acts xix. 13. — With the prayer is to be 
conjoined the anointing of the sick, for what purpose James does not state. 
According to Mark vi. 13, the disciples in their miracles of healing applied 
it, when at the command of Jesus they traversed the Jewish land; but the 
reason of their doing so is not given, nor at a later period is there any men- 
tion of it in the miracles of the apostles.1 Probably James mentions the 
anointing with oil only in conformity with the general custom of employing 
oil for the refreshing, strengthening, and healing of the body,? since he 
refers the miracle not to the anointing, but to the prayer, and, presupposing 
its use, directs that the presbyters should unite prayer with it, and that they 
should perform it év 7 dvéuare (rod) xvpiov, that is, in a believing and trustful 
mention of the name of Christ (less probably of God). 
cannot mean jussu et auctoritate Christi is evident, because there is no express 
command of Christ to employ it. Gebser incorrectly unites this particular 
with zpocevgdodwcav; Schneckenburger with both verbs; it belongs only to 
dAenbavtec (De Wette, Wiesinger). The question why the presbyters should 
do this is not to be answered, with Schneckenburger: quia 7d yapioua iauatov 
(1 Cor. xii. 9) cum tis communicatum erat; for, on the one hand, it is an arbi- 
trary supposition that the presbyters possessed that yépiowa, and, on the other 
hand, there is here no mention of it; incorrectly also Pott: quia uti omnino 
prudentissimi eligebantur, sic forte etiam artis medicae peritissimi erant. Bengel 
has given the true explanation: qui dum orant, non multo minus est, quam si 
tota oraret ecclesia; and Neander: “the presbyters as organs acting in the 
name of the church.” 8 

Ver. 15 mentions the result of the prayer conjoined with the anointing. 
—xal % ebyh the miotewc]. That the prayer of the presbyters must proceed 
from faith was not asserted in the preceding, but was evidently presupposed ; 
it is now directly characterized as such. rij¢ miorewe is gen. subj.: the prayer 
which faith offers; inaccurately Schneckenburger: preces fide plenae. rior 


That év 7 dv. cup. 


8 It is well known that the Catholic Church, 
besides Mark vi. 13, specially appeals to this 
passage in support of the sacrament of extreme 
unction. Chemnitz, in his Zxamen Conc. Trid., 
has already thoroughly shown with what in- 
correctness they have done so, Even Cajetan 

_ and Baronius doubt whether James here treats 


1 Meyer zn loco considers this anointing, as 
also the application of spittle on the part of 
Jesus Himself, as a conductor of the super- 
natural healing power, analogous to the laying- 
on of hands. But in this the distinction is too 
little observed, that according to general cus- 
tom oil, but not spittle, and the laying-on of 


hands, was applied to the sick. 
2 See Herzog’s Real-Encycl. on Oel, Oelung, 
Salbe. 


of that sacrament, as he does not speak of the 
sick unto death, but of the sick generally. See 
Herzog’s Real-Encycl. on the word Oelung. 
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is used here in the same signification as in chap. i. 16; it is sure confidence 
in the Lord, in reference to the case in question. Grotius, Gomarus, Schneck- 
enburger, Theile, and others define the prayer more closely, as that of the 
presbyters and of the sick man. On the other hand, Wiesinger refers 7 eb? 
7. x. to mposevédobwoar, accordingly the intercession of the presbyters; so also 
De Wette. This is correct; it is, however, to be obsérved that James has 
certainly supposed as self-evident the prayer of the sick man who called the 
elders. The following words: cdc rdv xéuvovra, state the effect of the prayer 
of the presbyters. — rdv kauvovra takes up again dodevel tu. xapverv, in the 
N. T. except here only in Heb. xii. 3 in a figurative sense, has even with 
classical writers very commonly the meaning to be sick. — cioe, equivalent 
to will recover. This meaning is required by reference to 7d xauvovra, and to 
the context generally; the word occurs in the same signification in Matt. 
ix. 22; Mark v. 23; John xi. 12, and elsewhere. — By the following clause: 
kat éyepel abtav 6 xiptoc, What is said is more exactly specified; the prayer of 
faith effects odgecv, by which the Lord (apparently Christ) on its account 
helps; éyetpevv, to raise up from the sick-bed, see Mark i. 31, ete.; not “to raise 
up from sickness” (Lange; “to cause him to recover,” De Wette); the word 
never occurs in this meaning in the N. T.—A particular case is added to 
the general. xiv cuapriac 7} menounkac]. nav is not, as is done by most expos- 
itors, but against linguistic usage,! to be resolved by and if, but by even if 
(so also Lange). By the sins here meant are such as formed, the special 
reason of the sickness. Accordingly, the meaning is: even if he has drawn 
his sickness upon himself by special sins (unsatisfactorily, Lange: “if his 
sickness has become by them very severe”). By 7 memowxdéc the effect of 
the sins is represented as existing. — The apodosis ddebjoera ait@ expresses 
that even in this case the healing will not fail. The forgiveness of sins is 
here meant, which is confirmed by the removal of the special punishment 
produced by the particular sins. The explanation of Hammond is evidently 
entirely erroneous: non tam a Deo, quam a Presbyteris, qui aegroto peccata 
ipsis confitenti . . . absolutionem dare tenentur. As regards the construction 
of the sentence, xiv merouxdc may be joined to what goes before, and dded7oera 
considered as an asyndeton addition: and the Lord will raise him up, even if 
he has committed sins . . . (for) it will be forgiven him. But the usual con- 
struction, according to which dgedfcera is simply the apodosis to xdy, «.7.A., is 
to be preferred on account of the close connection of ideas; thus: even if he 
hath commiited sins, it will be forgiven him; by which the idea is included in 
dgednoerat airs, that he will be healed of his sickness. — 7d memoupxévac is to be 
supplied from the preceding to dgedfoera (Bengel, Theile, Wiesinger). — The 
promise (odoa .. . éyepei) so positively expressed by James is founded on 
his confidence in the Lord, who hears believing intercession, so that it is not 
in vain. It is certainly surprising that James gives this assurance without 
any restriction. Although we cannot say, with Hottinger: si certus et con- 
stans talium precum fuisset eventus, nemo unquam mortuus esset, since the nature 


1 In no passage of the N.T., except per- where the meaning though, even. The N.T. 
haps Luke xiii, 9, is the kai in kav the simple _ usage is here in conformity with the classical ; 
copula uniting two sentences, but it hasevery- | see Pape on the word kav. 
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of the condition, on which James makes the event dependent, is not consid- 
ered; on the one hand, it is self-evident that true zicric includes the humble 
TARY ObX OC Ey Edw GAM Og ob (Matt. xxvi. 39); and, on the other hand, it is 
to be observed that although James here evidently speaks of bodily sickness 
and its cure, yet he uses such expressions as point beyond the sphere of the 
corporeal to the spiritual, so that even when the result corresponds not to 
the expectation in reference to the bodily sickness, yet the prayer of faith 
does not remain unanswered in the higher sense.} 

Ver. 16 annexes a new thought to what has been said, which is, however, 

_as the strongly attested otv shows, in close connection. From the special 
order James infers ’a general injunction, in which the intervening thought is 
to be conceived that the sick man confessed his sins to the presbyters for 
the purpose of their intercession; Christians generally are to practise the 
same duty of confession toward each other. It is incorrect, with Chrysos- 
tom (De Sacerd., i., iii.) and several ancient and other expositors, to refer 
the injunction contained in this verse to the above-mentioned relation of the 
presbyters and the sick to each other, and accordingly to paraphrase it, with 
Pott: iueic dodevodvrec éEouoroyslobe toic mpeoButépac Ta napanTauata buav Kat ipei¢ 
mpoeoBitepa evyeobe dmép Tov dodevotvtwy; for by this not only is violence done 
to the language, but also an intolerable tautology arises. aAARAowe can only 
be referred to the relation of individual believers to each other, so that 
Cajetan correctly says: nec hic est sermo de confessione sacramentali. Some 
expositors incorrectly restrict the general expression mapanréuara to such sins 
which one commits against another; Wolf: de illis tantum peccatis sermo est, 
quae aller in alterum commisit, quorumque veniam ab altero poscit; Bengel: 
aegrotus et quisquis offendit, jubetur confiteri; offensus orare. The passage 
treats not of human, but of the divine forgiveness; and thus of sins not as 
offences against our neighbor, but as violations of the law of God.?— kai 
ebyeode trip GAAjdwv]. To eéouordynow, intercession for one another is to be 
conjoined; indeed, the former takes place in order that the latter may fol- 
low. ‘The contents of the prayer is naturally the divine forgiveness, but the 
aim to be attained thereby is émwec iaf7re. The word idoda is in the N. T. 
used both literally and figuratively (Heb. xii. 13; 1 Pet. ii. 24). After the . 
example of several expositors (Hottinger, De Wette, Wiesinger), the first 
meaning has hitherto in this commentary been ascribed to ‘avyre, on account 
of the connection of this verse with what goes before; but siuce among dAAq- 
dow are certainly to be understood not only the sick, and James indicates by 
nothing that his injunction refers only to them, it is more correct to take 
lapjre here, in its proper reference to rapanréyara, in a figurative sense 
(Estius, Carpzov, Grotius, Gebser, and others); whether James likewise 
thought on a bodily healing taking place in the cases occurring (Schnecken- 


1 Jt must be designated as arbitrary when Let these pray with and for him, and anoint 


Lange understands this passage also as sym- 
bolical, and thus interprets it: “If any man 
as a Christian has been hurt, or become sick 
in his Christianity, let him seek healing from 
the presbyters, the kernel of the congregation. 


him with the oil of the Spirit; such a course, 
wherever taken, will surely restore him, and 
his transgressions will be forgiven him.” 

2 Lange primarily understands by this ‘the 
sins of the Judaizing disposition,” 
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burger, Kern), must remain undetermined. —It is to be remarked, that the 
prayer of the presbyters does not exclude the common intercession of 
the members of the church, and that the efficacy attributed to the latter is 
not less than that attributed to the former. — odd loyie: dénowe Suxaiov évepyov- 
pévn is added by James for the purpose of strengthening the above exhorta- 
tion; the asyndeton connection is with him. not remarkable. The stress is 
on rod loxier, consequently it stands first. dixavoc, equivalent to the Hebrew 
pry, is, according to the Christian view of James, he who in faith performs 
the works of véuoc éAevdepiac. — With regard to évepyovpévn, expositors have 
introduced much that is arbitrary. Most take the participle as an adjective 
belonging to déyowc, and then attempt to explain the expression dénouc évepyou- 
pévn. Ocecumenius leaves the word itself unexplained, but he lays stress on 
the point that the prayer of the righteous is only then effectua] when he, 
for whom it is offered, ovumpartry 61d Kkaxdoews mvevuatixye With the suppliant. 
Michaelis explains it: preces agitante Spiritu sancto effusae; Carpzov: dénow 
6a riotewe évepyouuévn; Gebser understands prayer in which the suppliant 
himself works for the accomplishment of his wish; similarly Calvin: tune 
vere in actu est oratio, quum succurrere contendimus iis, qui laborant. Accord- 
ing to the usual explanation, évepyouuévn is assumed to be synonymous with 
évepyne or évepyoc (éxtevgc, Luke xxii. 44; Acts xii. 5), “ strenuus,” “intentus,” 
“earnest,” etc., and this qualification of the prayer of the righteous man is 
attached to odd foyer as its condition; Luther: “if it is earnest” (so Wie- 
singer, and similarly Erasmus, Beza, Gataker, Hornejus, Grotius, Wolf, 
Baumgarten, Hottinger, Schneckenburger, Theile, Bouman, and others). 
This explanation, however, has not only, as Wiesinger confesses, N. T. 
usage against it, but this qualification cannot be taken as the condition 
of roAv isyie, but is rather the statement of the characteristic nature of 
the prayer of the righteous man. It would be more correct to adhere 
to the verbal meaning of the participle (so Pott, whose paraphrases, how- 
ever: moAd loyver [divarac] évepyeiv, OY: moAd loxber Kal évepyei dénowc, are arbi- 
trary), and to explain it: the prayer of the righteous man availeth much, 
whilst it works (not: “if it applies itself to working,” De Wette), i.e., in 
its working. That it does work, is assumed; that, besides working, it oad 
toxée, which James brings forward and confirms by the following example 
of Elias.} 

Vv. 17, 18. James, wishing to show in the example of Elias the power 
of prayer, observes beforehand on the objection that, owing to his peculiar 
greatness (see Ecclus. xlviii. 1-15), the example of Elias was inapplicable 
to ordinary men, that ’EAiac dvépwro¢ hv duoworabie juiv.— dvOpwmoc is not here 
pleonastic (Schneckenburger), but denotes the point on which James insists, 
which is still more strengthened by éuorab)e quiv. This idea contains no 
reference to the sufferings which Elias had to endure (Laurentius, Schneck- 
enburger, Bouman), but signifies only of like disposition and nature; see 
Meyer on Acts xiv. 15; comp. also Wisd. of Sol. viii. 83, and Grimm on 
4 Macc. xii. 13. Lange inappropriately explains it “similarly conditioned.” 


1 Lange translates: ‘ which is inwardly effectual (working),” and thinks that évepyeio Oat 
expresses a passive-active working. 
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Gebser assumes a contrast to dixawc, strangely explaining it: “having the 
same sentiments and passions as we; James inferred how much more will 
the prayer of a dicaivv avail.” — The history, to which James refers, is con- 
tained in 1 Kings xvii. 1, xviii. 1, 41 ff. The account of James differs in 
two points from the O. T. narrative; first, the point on account of which 
James appeals to Elias, namely his twofold prayer, is not mentioned; and, 
secondly, it is stated that it began to rain in the third year. Both in 1 Kings 
xvii. 1 and in xviii. 41, Elias only announces what will take place; in the 
first passage, that it will not rain these years, and in the second passage, 
that it will soon rain. Neither in what Elias says of himself in 1 Kings 
vit. 1: r399 ‘TOY WS, nor in what is related in 1 Kings xviii. 41, is it 
stated that Elias offered up such a prayer as James mentions; for although 
in yer. 42 Elias is represented as praying, yet it is not hinted that the 
rain took place in consequence of his prayer, since rather the promise of rain 
(ver. 1) preceded the prayer. Yet those statements, and particularly the 
word of Elias in 1 Kings xvii. 2: ‘127 ‘D9-DN ‘3, are to be considered as 
the foundation of the statement of James, whether he followed a tradition 
(see Ecclus. xlviii. 2, 3) or a view peculiar to himself.— With regard to 
the second deviation, the same statement concerning the duration of the 
drought is found in Luke iv. 25 (see Meyer in loco), and in the Jalkut Schi- 
moni on 1 Kings xvi., where it is said: Anno atti. Achabi fames regnabit in 
Samaria per tres annos et dimidium anni. It is certainly correct, as Benson 
remarks, that if the rain, according to the word of Elias, was stayed at the 
beginning of the rainy season, and it again began to rain in the third year 
at the end of the summer season, the drought would continue in all three 
and a half years; but according to the statement of James, the drought 
began with the prayer of Elias, and continued from that three and a half 
years. Accordingly, Wiesinger is wrong in finding in the remark of Benson 
a sufficient reconciliation of the difference.1— xpocevy7 mpoonigato, the same 
construction as davatw arodaveicbe, Gen. ii. 17, LX X., as the Greek rendering 
of the Hebrew union of the infinite absolute with the finite tense, which the 
LXX. usually express by the union of the participle with the finite tense 
(see Winer, p. 317 f. [E. T., 855]). This addition of the substantive serves 
to bring out the verbal idea (De Wette), not to denote that the prayer of 
Elias was earnest (Schneckenburger, Wiesinger, Lange), but that nothing 
else than his prayer produced the long drought. — roo yy Bpéa, the genitive of 
design after xpooniéaro, because the contents of the prayer agreed with its 
object. This construction corresponds to the frequent use of iva with verbs 
of asking in the N. T.; see Winer, p. 292 (E. T., 826). —péyew is here 
used, as in the later classics, impersonally; otherwise in Matt. v. 45; Gen. 


it had not rained. According to Lange, the 
reconciliation consists in this, that in 1 Kings 


1 It is otherwise with regard to Luke iv. 
25, where the simple duration of time during 


which it would not rain is stated. James has 
erred in making the prayer of Elias mentioned 
by him precede this whole period; whereas 
what is mentioned in 1 Kings xvii. 1, is that it 
commenced after the summer during which 


xviii. only the duration of the real famine is 
stated, which did not begin until one year 
after the announcement of the drought; but 
there is no indication of this statement. 
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ii. 5, xix. 24. Baumgarten incorrectly supplies 6 Oed¢ as the subject. — xa? 
ob«, x.7.A., the result of the prayer. Schneckenburger: quis non sentit pondus 
dictionis row uh Bpééat, nal ob E3pekev; comp. Gen. i. 3, fiat luz, et facta est lux. 
—iénl rie yi, not on the land, i.e., Palestine (Grotius, Wolf, Baumgarten, 
Stolz, Lange, and others), but on the earth (Luther); comp. Luke iv. 25 
(Gen. vii. 12). 

Ver. 18. The second prayer of Elias, and its result. — 6 obpavic berov édwxer, 
a popular form of expression; comp. Acts xiv. 17. —xal 4 yj, «.7.4., contains 
not a further description, but added to mark more strongly the effect of the 
prayer: heaven and earth acted according to the prayer of Elias. —é32dorno«v, 
properly an intransitive verb; so in Matt. xiii. 26; Mark iv. 27; Heb. ix. 4. 
The first aorist here, as frequently in the later classics, in a transitive signi- 
fication; comp. Gen. i. 11, LXX. With respect to the form, see Winer, 
p. 77 (E. T., 84). —rdv xaprdv abrig ; Schneckenburger: fruges suas, i.e., quas 
Serre solet. : 

Vv. 19, 20. To the exhortation to mutual confession and intercession is 
annexed “the reference to an important matter — the reclaiming of an erring 
soul” (Wiesinger). Ver. 19 forms the supposition; this is expressed in 
two co-ordinate sentences, of which the first is subordinate in thought to the 
second: “if any convert one who has erred from the truth.” — riavy@q, the 
passive aorist here, as frequently in the signification of the middle. — azd rij¢ 
GAnbeiac. With this is meant not a single practical aberration, but an alien- 
ation from the Christian principle of life, an inward apostasy from the Adyoc 
dAngeiag by which the Christian is begotten (Jas. i. 18), disclosing itself in a 
sinful course of life (so also Wiesinger, Briickner, Lange!). — kai émorpépy, 
Sc. ént tHv dAndevav; comp. Luke i. 16, 17. 

Ver. 20 forms the apodosis. — ywwoxétrw]. The tue mentioned in the second 
half of the preceding verse is the subject—the converter and not the con- 
verted. The remarkableness of the repetition of the subject after 67: disap- 
pears, when it is considered that the idea to be taken to heart is expressed 
as a sentence which is universally valid.? Calvin rightly draws attention to 
the fact that the tendency of the verse is to excite zeal for the conversion 
of the erring. — The word duaprwrdv is to be retained in its general significa- 
tion, and not to be referred simply to tov rAavnbévta dd THe GAndsiac; it denotes 
the genus to which he that errs from the truth belongs as species. —é« rAdvnc 
6000 abtov, not = ex erroris vita (Schulthess); correctly, Luther: “from the 
error of his way.” rAdavn states the nature of the way on which the apapTwao¢ 
walks, and forms the contrast to dAjdea, — cdoe poxiv [avTod] ék Pavarov, i.e., 
he will save a (his) soul from the death to which otherwise it would have fallen a 
prey. The future is here used because James “has in view the final result 
of such a saving deed” (Wiesinger). On puyfv, comp. chap. i. 21; on the 


1 Arbitrarily, Lange defines the aberration ence to the subject of yuwwwoKxérw, but expresses 


more precisely ‘‘as an aberration into Juda- the general idea that every one who converts a 
istic and chiliastie doings and fanatical and’ sinner performsa great work; it is the general 
seditious lusts.” statement, under which he who is designated 


* Wiesinger: ‘0 émorpefas is not to be by yuwwoxérw subordinates his doing.” 
taken as equivalent to he who, in strict refer- 
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reading of the Receptus Estius remarks: absolute posita emphasin habet. But 
probably wuy7v airod is the correct reading. @dvaroc, eternal destruction, as 
in chap. i. 15. Lange strangely explains it as “the moral dissolution of the 
ontological life eternally self-generating itself.” —xal cadiper rAjO0¢ duaptiov 
is to be understood not of the sins of the converter, who by his good work 
obtains forgiveness, whether on the part of God (Zacharias, Ep. i., Ad. Boni- 
fac. ; Bede, Erasmus, Bouman, and others) or on the part of man (Augusti: 
“his own offences will not be remembered”), but of the sins of the converted 
(so most expositors). The words are an echo of Prov. x. 12 (comp. 1 Pet. 
iv. 8), although it is doubtful if James had this passage actually in view; 
especially cadinrev here does not, as a strict translation of the Hebrew 75, 
——see Neh. iii. 36): (UXX., ed. Tisch. iv: 6); Ps. xxxii. 1, lIxxxv. 3,— 
signify to forgive, but the figurative expression is used by James in the sense 
that the sins of the converted are by the converter covered or concealed from 
the eyes of God, i.e., their forgiveness is effected. By rAjOoc duapriay are 
meant not the sins which the duaptwrde would otherwise commit (Jaspar: 
peccata adhue patranda), and which were now prevented by his conversion 
(Pott: multa futura impediet), but the multitude of sins which he committed 
before his conversion. Lange thinks: “this restriction misapprehends the 
progressive nature of guilt;” but how could sins which have not been com- 
mitted be forgiven?? That the mention here is not of human, but of divine 
forgiveness, the close connection of the idea with the pre. ding céce wuyiv 
éx Oavarov shows. Correctly, Wiesinger: “xadiwe: car. on further the 
coos woxnv, and states the ground of this salvation. 


1 De Wette takes objection to the strong 
expression 7790s, as he thinks that the refer- 
ence here is only to aberration, and not to a 
vicious life; and on this account he will con- 
sider, along with this, the sins of those who 
stand in reciprocal action with him who has 
erred, and were or might have been injured 
and led astray by him; but without reason; 
especially mAq@0s amapti@y correspouds en- 
tirely to the idea mAarvyOjvar amo THs GAnOELas, 


provided it be not arbitrarily weakened (so 
also Briickner). 

2 “Tn order to give prominence to the noble 
historical import of the Epistle, which has been 
only too much missed and neglected,” Lange 
maintains that James here, at the conclusion, 
invites the believing part of his people to engage 
in intercession ..d in ‘the work of salvation, 
that many individuals may be saved from death, 
and a multitude of sins might be atoned for.” 
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INTRODUCTION. 


SEC. 1.—THE APOSTLE PETER. 


THE apostle’s real name was Zine» (according to another pronunciation 
Zeyedv, Acts xv. 14; 2 Pet. i. 1). A native of Bethsaida on the Sea of 
Galilee (John i. 45), he dwelt afterwards in Capernaum (Luke iv..31, 38), 
where he was married (cf. 1 Cor. ix. 5), and where his mother-in-law lived. 
In the tradition, his wife is called at one time Concordia, at another Per- 
petua, and is said (Clem. Alex., Strom. 7) to have suffered martyrdom 
before him. Along with his father Jonas (Matt. xvi. 17; called ‘Iwavyqe 
also, John i. 43, xxi. 15) and his brother Andrew, he was by occupation a 
fisherman on the Sea of Galilee. When the Baptist began his ministry 
at the Jordan, the two brothers resorted to him. On John’s testimony 
Andrew, and through his instrumentality Peter, attached themselves to 
Jesus, who gave to the latter the name full of promise, Cephas. From 
that time forth Peter, and along with him Andrew, remained a disciple of 
Christ. After he had accompanied Jesus —as there is no reason to doubt 
—on the journeys recorded by John, chaps. ii. 2-iv. 48, we find him, it is 
true, again engaged in his earthly callirig; but from this there is no reason 
for concluding that he had forsaken Jesus, who Himself was then living in 
Capernaum, Matt. iv. 13,18. At that time he received his call to enter 
on the service of Christ. On the occasion of the miraculous draught of 
fishes he was impressed powerfully, and as he never before Had been, by 
the revelation of his Master’s glory; to his words: éeA0e dm’ éuov, the reply 
is given: dmd rod viv dvOpdrove toy Gwypav.1 Received afterwards into the 


1 That Luke (vy. 1 ff.) and Matthew (iv. Toow vas aAtets avOpwmrwr, agree in sense 
18 ff.) relate the same fact, admits of no with those in Luke addressed specially to 
doubt; not only are the scenes and the per- Peter. Neither is there any inward ditter- 


sons identical, but the words in Matthew, ence (cf. Meyer on Luke v. 1 ff.), for the 
165 


166 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER. 


number of the apostles, he forthwith gained a prominent place among them. 
Not only was he one of the three who stood in most trusted fellowship with 
Jesus, but on himself pronouncing in his own name and in that of his fel- 
lows the decisive confession: od ei 6 Xpsoroc, 6 vide rod Ood (cf. John vi. 67 ff.), 
Jesus confirmed the name formerly given to him, and added the promise: 
én rabTy TH métPa oiKOdoUROW uOV THY EKKAnoiaY .. . Kal 0@oW ool Tac KAEic THC Baol- 
Jeiac tov obpavav. Thus a primacy was lent to him which is in harmony 
with the word of Christ later on: orjpilov rode ddeAgote cov (Luke xxii. 32), 
and the charge of the Risen One: Boone ra dpvia you (John xxi. 15-17). 
And for such a calling Peter was peculiarly fitted, by the energy prompting 
to decisive action, which formed an essential feature of his character; 
though not until his natural man had been purified and sanctified by the 
Spirit of the Lord. For, on the one hand, his resolute character betrayed 
him more than once into vaingloriousness, self-will, and unthinking zeal ; 
and, on the other, he was wanting in the patience and even firmness which 
might have been expected from him who was surnamed the Rock. Whilst, 
too, he pressed on swiftly to the end he had in view, as if to take it by 
storm, confronted with danger he was seized of a sudden with faint-hearted- 
ness; his nature was suited more to quick action than to patient suffering. 
As proofs of this may be taken his walking on the sea and his sudden fear 
(Matt. xiv. 28-31), his rebuke of Christ (Matt. xvi. 22), his question as to 
the sufficient measure of forgiveness (Matt. xviii. 21), his inquiring what 
reward they, the disciples, would have, in that they had forsaken all for 
Christ’s sake (Matt. xix. 27). In still more marked lines does the picture 
of his distinctive character stand out in the background of Christ’s passion, 
when he first in vain self-confidence promises to the Lord that he would 
never forsake him, but would go with Him even unto death, and then on 
the Mount of Olives is unable to watch with Him; he wishes, thereupon, to 
save his Master with the sword, and follows Him even to the court of the 
high priest, but in sudden cowardice denies Him before the men-servants 
and maids, and as quickly, feeling the whole weight of his guilt, leaves the 
judgment-hall in tears. On account of these unquestionably serious vacil- 
lations in feeling and conduct, he nevertheless cannot be accused of inde- 
cision of character. If he showed himself weak on particular occasions, 


“point” of Matthew’s narrative is not the is related in vy. 8 does not proye that previous 


mere injunction and promise, as in Luke’s to this Peter had had no experience of mira- 
it is not the “miracle of the draught of cles, since that which produced the impres- 
fishes,’’ but the call to become fishers of men. sion on Peter — related by Luke — was not 
Nor does Luke contradict himself, for what — nevessarily the jirst miracle he witnessed. 
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this was the result partly of his sanguine temperament, in which action 
instantaneously followed on excited feeling, and partly of his great self- 
confidence, into which he was betrayed by the consciousness of his own 
strength. The denial of Christ led to his inward purification; all the more 
that after His resurrection Christ revealed Himself to Peter first among the 
apostles. And so to the thrice-repeated question of the Lord, if he loved 
Him more than the others, he returned the answer, humble yet full of faith: 
“Lord, Thou knowest that I love Thee.” 

After the ascension of Christ, Peter appears standing at the head of the 
apostles, for it is at his advice that their number is again increased to twelve. 
After the descent of the Spirit, however, he becomes in reality the Rock, as 
Christ had ordained him; henceforth the direction and furtherance of the 
church rest chiefly in his hand. It was his sermon —the first apostolic 
sermon — by means of which, on the Day of Pentecost, three thousand were 
added to the church of God; and if afterwards he labored at first in connec- 
tion with John, it was yet himself who was the real actor (Acts ili. 1, 4 ff., 
11 ff.). He healed the lame man, addressed the people, and on both 
apostles being brought before the ecclesiastical authorities, it was he who 
was the speaker. He had to execute judgment on Ananias and Sapphira 
(Acts v. 1-10); and when, the whole of the apostles were summoned to 
appear before the Sanhedrim, it is he, too, who in the name of all testifies 
for Christ. Again, in Samaria, whither he went along with John to con- 
tinue the work begun by Philip, John appears beside him only as an accom- 
panying fellow-worker.— During the time that the churches had rest after 
the conversion of Paul, Peter journeyed throughout the districts of Palestine 
bordering on the Mediterranean Sea; in Lydda he healed Aeneas (Acts 
ix. 32 ff.), and raised up Tabitha in Joppa (ix. 386 ff.).—In accordance 
with the position assigned to him by Christ, he was permitted by God to 
bring into the church the first-fruits of heathenism; for although Paul was 
destined to be the Apostle of the Gentiles, it was still Peter who should 
Jirst preach the gospel to the heathen, and administer the ordinance of bap- 
tism, that thus also he might retain the primacy, and be the Rock of the 
Church. — During the persecution raised shortly before his death by Herod 
Agrippa I., Peter was cast into prison. After his miraculous release he 
quitted Jerusalem?! for a time, but later on again returned thither. The 


1 We are not told where Peter went ? Acts founded the Christian Church, has, without 
xii. 17 only says: émopevOn «is Etrepov Témov. sufficient warrant, been accepted by Thiersch 
The statement of several Fathers, that Peter (Die Kirche im apost. Zeitalter, p. 96 ff.). 
then betook himself to Rome, and there ‘This is decidedly opposed not only by the 
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last circumstance which the Acts of the Apostles relates of him is his justi- 
fication of Paul at the so-called convention of apostles in Jerusalem. 

The labors of Paul among the heathen, and the reception of believing 
Gentiles into the Christian Church, occasioned the first division amongst the 
Christians. What position did Peter then take up? After what he himself 
had witnessed at the conversion of Cornelius, he could not make common 
cause with the Judaistically-minded Christians; in the proceedings at Jeru- 
salem, too, he placed himself decidedly on the side of Paul, and spoke 
against the subjugation of the heathen to the law. It was then, on Peter 
formally recognizing the grace given by the Lord to Paul, that an agree- 
ment was come to, that Paul and Barnabas should labor among the Gentiles, 
whilst he himself, along with John and James, should devote themselves to 
the Jews (Gal. ii. 9) —the field of missionary enterprise being in this way 
divided among them. —In thus limiting his activity to the Jewish people, 
Peter detracted in no way from his primacy; for this, which had never in 
any sense been absolute, remained intact, as is evident from the circum- 
stance that Paul took especial care to assure himself of Peter's consent, and 
acknowledged his foremost position among the apostles (cf. Gal. ii. 7, 8). 

That Peter, with all his recognition of Paul’s principles, was wholly unfit 
to undertake the direction of missions to the Gentiles, is proved by his con- 
duct at Antioch, for which he was called to account by Paul. He was not 
wanting, it is true, in a right perception of the relation in which the gospel 
stood to the law, so that without any misgivings he entered into complete 
fellowship with the Gentile Christians ;1 still, as regarded his own conduct, 
this perception was not vivid enough to preserve him from the hypocrisy 
which drew forth Paul’s rebuke (Gal. ii. 12). 
to Antioch “from James,” Peter withdrew himself from them, fearing those 


For, when “certain came” 


of the cireumcision, doubtless because he did not wish to appear in the light 


Epistle to the Romans, but also by the in- 
definite expression employed here. Ewald 
also (Geschichte des Volkes Israel, VI. p. 
618 ff.) thinks “‘that the old legend as to 
Peter’s sojourn in Rome during the reign of 
Claudius, and his meeting here with Simon 
the magician, was not altogether without 
foundation,” but that the Christian Church 
in Rome had then already been established. 
—But it is not credible, either that if Peter 
had visited the church in Rome, Paul should 
not have made the slightest allusion to the 
fact in his Epistle to the Bomans, or that 


Peter should have gone to Rome with the 
intention of there, as in Samaria, opposing 
Simon; cf. Hofmann, p. 203 ff. 

1 As in Gal. ii. 2, 8, 9, 15, 7a €6yn means not 
Gentile Christians, but Gentiles, Paul seems, 
by the expression in ver. 12, wera rv ébvav 
avvycbev, to have meant heathens also. But 
even if they were only Gentile Christians with 
whom Peter ate, it is not their Christianity, 
but their Gentile nationality and customs, as 
distinguishing them from the Jews, which 
Paul has here in his eye. 
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of a transgressor of the law. How dangerous his example was, became evi- 
dent even then; and it is clear further that the Jewish Christians hostilely 
disposed to the heathen converts were only too ready to appeal to the ex- 
ample of Peter in their opposition to Paul. From this, however, it must 
not be concluded that there was any want of harmony in principle between 
Paul and Peter, and that by the degsdc Zdwxav éuol kat BapvaBe xorvwriac is to be 
understood a mere “temporary truce,” which they had concluded with each 
other in a purely external manner, and whilst holding fast their internal 
differences.1 

As to where and with what result Peter worked after Paul commenced 
his labors, all precise and reliable information is wanting; from 1 Cor. ix. 5 
it follows only that he made missionary journeys to various regions. If by 
Babylon (chap. v. 18) that city itself and not Rome is to be understood, he 
must have been at the time our epistle was written in Babylon, whence by 
means of this letter he extended his influence to the churches of Asia Minor, 
which, in part at least, had been founded by Paul. 

The account which the Fathers give of the life of the apostle is pervaded 
by many mythical traits. The more important his position, the more natural 
it was for a one-sided Judaeo-Christianity, as well as for the Catholic Church, 
to draw by invention, intentional or unintentional, the picture of the apos- 
tle’s labors in their own interests. Without any sifting of the legendary 
elements, Hieronymus describes the subsequent life of Peter in the follow- 
ing manner: “ Simon Petrus princeps apostolorum post episcopatum A ntiochensis 
ecclesiae et praedicationem dispersionis eorum, qui de circumcisione crediderant, 
in Ponto, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia et Bithynia secundo Claudii imperatoris 


anno ad expugnandum Simonum Magum, Romam pergit, ibique viginti quinque 


1 The Tiibingen school confessedly con- 
siders the first apostles, and Peter in par- 
ticular, to have been narrow Judaists, and 
accordingly ascribes to them precisely those 
views which Paul so decidedly combats in 
those of his epistles which are undoubtedly 
Though compelled to admit that 
it was not the first apostles themselves who 
opposed Paul and his gospel at Corinth and 
elsewhere, Pfleiderer (Der Judaismus, p. 299), 
nevertheless, maintains that they supported 
those who did so. He explains Peter’s con- 
duct in Antioch (p. 296) in this way, that 
the apostle, in order to please the heathen 
Christians, adopted there a mode of life freer 


genuine. 


than was really permissible from his dogmatic 
standpoint. The fact, on the contrary, was 
that his mode of life was stricter than was 
consistent with his principles, for which rea- 
son Paul accused him of tmé«prors. It is 
more than singular that Pfleiderer should so 
entirely overlook the dishonor thus brought 
upon Paul by maintaining that the first apos- 
tles preached a different gospel from that 
which he taught. 


out grossly violating his own conscience, ac- 


For how could Paul, with- 


cept the def.a korvwvtas offered him by James, 
Peter, and John, if his dvd@eua éorw (Gal. i. 
7,8) was applicable to each of them as the 
preacher of a érepov evayyéAtov ? 
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annis cathedram sacerdotalem tenuit, usque ad ultimum annum Neronis, id est, 
decimum quartum. A quo et afficus cruci martyrio coronatus est, capite ad terram 
verso et in sublime pedibus elevatis, asserens se indignum, qui sic crucifigeretur ut 
dominus suus. Sepultus Romae in Vaticano juxta viam triumphalem totius orbis 
veneratione celebratur” (De Scriptor. Eccl., caps i., De Petro). 

In this narrative the following particulars are mythical: (1) The epis- 
copate of Peter in the church at Antioch; the saying, too, of Eusebius 
(Chronicum ad Annum, iii.), that Peter founded the church at Antioch, must 
_ be considered apocryphal, as contradicting Acts xi. 19-22. (2) His personal 
activity in the regions of Asia Minor; this is doubtless mentioned already 
by Origen as probable;! but it must be regarded simply as an inference 
from 1 Pet. i. 1, as even Windischmann (Vindiciae Pet., § 112 f.) admits. 
(3) His journey to Rome-for the purpose of combating Simon Magus ? 
This story is based on a passage in Justin’s Apologia Maj., c. 26, which 
speaks of a statue in Rome with the following inscription: ZIMQNI AEQ 
LATKTQ, which, however, has been discovered to be the dedication not to 
(4) The twenty-five 
years’ residence of Peter in Rome (cf. on this Wieseler’s Chronol. des Apos- 
tol. Zeitaliers, p. 571 ff.). “Perhaps also (5) the peculiar manner of his cruci- 
fixion, which has been recorded by Origen already (in Euseb., H. E., iii. 1: 


that Simon, but to the Sabine god Semo Sanctus. 


Gvecxononiodn kata kepadrge); the motive given for it by Hieronymus must cer- 
tainly be looked upon as an arbitrary addition. As indisputable fact, there 
remains, in the first instance, only the martyrdom of the apostle, which is 
corroborated by the unanimous testimony of antiquity, and especially by 
John xxi. 19;8 the residence in Rome appears more open to doubt, still the 
reasons which can be urged against it are not sufficient to prove the purely 


legendary character of the tradition. Although Clemens Rom. (Zp. ad. 


1 Euseb., ZH. Z., iii. 1: Térpos év Tdvtw, 


a 


K.TA., KEKnpUXevar Tols év Siagmops ‘IovdSaiors 


8 The explanation given in this verse of 


the prophecy contained in yer. 18 is indis- 
€oukev. 


2 The stories about Peter and Simon M. 
in the Clementine Homilies are mere legend- 
ary formations. Even Ewald’s opinion, that 
Peter, after his release, went to Rome for 


putably correct. Mayerhoff is wrong in call- 
ing it in question (Zinl. in d. Petr. Schriften, 
p. 87) by applying Christ’s words to Peter, 
not to the martyrdom he was about to suffer, 
but to the apostle himself, as destined to be 


a short time, in order there to oppose Simon 
M.; that, on his return to Jerusalem, he had 
visited the districts in the north-east, and 


there founded the churches to which he later * 


addressed this epistle,—is too destitute of 
secure historical foundation to be regarded 
as correct. 


the leader of the church: ‘He explains to 
Peter the necessity of a ministry of this kind, 
by pointing out to him that active support 
of the needy is a duty imposed by love to 
Christ.” Meyer gives the right explanation 
of this passage. Of. in loc. 


INTRODUCTION. 171 


Corinth., c. 5) does not say that Peter suffered martyrdom in Rome, yet 
Dionysius of Corinth (Euseb., H. E., ii. 25), Irenaeus (Adv. Haer., iii. 1), 
Tertullian (Contra Mare., iv. 5, and De Praescript. adv. Haeret., c. 36), and 
Origen (Euseb., H. E., iii. 1) do; and so early as by the presbyter Cajus 
Doubt- 
less these testimonies are mixed up with many inexact and inaccurate par- 


mention is made of the rpémaa of the two apostles Peter and Paul. 


ticulars; but this does not justify doubt as to the truth of the circumstance 
to which Ignatius seems to refer in the words: oix é¢ Mérpoc xat Mabdoc duaréo- 
ooua (Ep. ad Rom.,c. 4). It is less certain that Peter was in Rome at the 
same time with Paul; nor, as Wieseler wrongly asserts, are all the witnesses 
of the second century who speak of the martyrdom ot Peter in Rome guar- 
anties for it. For, with the exception of the author of the Praedicatio Pauli, 
whose testimony is uncertain, not one of these witnesses speaks of a meeting 
and a conjoint labor of the two apostles in Rome, although all relate that 
both of them in Rome had a part in founding the church, and that they 
suffered martyrdom there. Even the circumstance mentioned by Dionysius 
of Corinth (Euseb., H. L., ii. 25): éuapripyoav xara rdv aitdv Karpov, does not 
prove that at any previous time they had lived together; for this expression 
allows, as Wieseler himself grants, the possibility of a period of time — pro- 
vided it be not too long—having elapsed between the deaths of the two 
apostles. “What remains, then, as the kernel of ecclesiastical tradition is 
this: that towards the end of his life Peter came to Rome, that he there 
labored for the propagation of the gospel, and that he suffered martyrdom 
under Nero” (Wiesinger; cf. also Bleek, Introd. to N. T., p. 563 ff. [K. T., 
ii. 157 ff.]). As, then, the Epistle of Peter is addressed to Pauline churches 
(i.e., those churches which were either founded by Paul himself, or had 
sprung from such as had been so founded), and as Peter could hardly feel 
himself called upon during Paul’s lifetime to interfere with the latter’s field 
of missionary operations, it is not at all improbable that he suffered martyr- 
dom later than Paul. This is supported by the circumstance that after 
Paul’s death, and then only, was the fitting time for him to labor in Rome. 
' Had Peter been there earlier, some trace surely of his presence would have 


1 The words of Dionysius, kai yap audw 
Kal eis THY NueTépay KépivOov putevoaytes nuas 
ediSakav, Omoiws Sé Kai eis Thy “ITadiav dude 
biddéavtes emaytipyoay Kata Tov avToV KaLpdr, 
admit, on the whole, of but a doubtful infer- 
ence, the more so that what is said here of 
Peter’s labor in Corinth appears to have arisen 
only from the fact that there was, at an early 


period in Corinth, a party calling itself by 

Peter’s name. A legend such as this could 
originate all the more easily from the en- 
deayor to bring the two apostles as near as 
possible to each other; the xara tov avrov 
kavpov may also have arisen from that endea- 


vor. 
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been found in Paul’s epistles written from Rome. If, then, Paul suffered 
martyrdom at the earliest in the year 64, the death of Peter must have taken 
place in the time between 65-67 A.D.1 


SEC. 2. CONTENTS, AIM, AND CHARACTER OF THE EPISTLE.? 


The contents of the epistle are in the order of thought as follows: First 
of all, thanksgiving to God for the hope of the eternal inheritance in heayen, 
of which the Christians had been made partakers, of which they can with 
joy be certain, although for a time here they have to suffer tribulation, and 
of which the glory is so great that the prophets diligently searched after it, 
and the angels desired to behold it. ‘This is followed by a series of exhor- 
The /irst class (i. 18-11. 10) 


is linked on to the thought of the glory promised to the Christians, and has 


tations, which may be divided into three classes. 
sanctification in general as its object. Foremost and as a starting-point 
stands the summons to a full hope of the future grace (redelwc éAnicare) ; 
then follows the exhortation to a holy walk (dy yev#oqre) in the fear of 
God the impartial Judge, based on a conscious knowledge of the redemption 
wrought by the blood of Christ (i. 14-21); then, to a pure and unfeigned 
love of the brethren (dAAjAove dyanqoate), as became those who were born of 
incorruptible seed (i. 15-25); and lastly, laying aside all xaxia, to desire the 
pure milk, and firmly cleaving to Christ, as living stones to build themselves 


1 According to Ewald, Peter suffered mar- less, be raised to this view, that the Epistle 


tyrdom before Paul; that is to say, during to the Hebrews should be included among 


the persecutions of the Christians by Nero, 
A.D. 64, whilst Paul, having been released 
from his Roman captivity, was in Spain. 
2 The epistle is one of those termed already 
by Origen, the seven émoroAai kafodtxai; for 
the meaning of the designation, cf. Introd. 
to the N. 7., and Herzog’s Encyclopddie, 
VII. p. 497 ff. The most probable view is 
this: that, when the Pauline Epistles were 
classified together as a whole, the other epis- 
tles of the N. T. canon were united together 
under the title of catholic epistles, because 
they were not addressed to individual churches 
or particular persons, but as circular letters 
to Christendom generaliy, or to a somewhat 
extensive system of churches, just as Origen 
termed the apostolic epistle, Acts xv. 22, an 
émiatoAH Kadodtky. The objection may, doubt- 


these, whilst Second and Third John should 
But the addition 
of the former to the Pauline Epistles is 
explained by its having been believed to 
be by Paul; and the inclusion of the latter 


be excluded from them. 


among the catholic epistles, by the circum- 
stance that having, in later times only, come 
to be regarded as canonical, they were added 
on to the much more important First Epistle 
of John. 
seven epistles have the above~ designation 


Hofmann’s opinion, ‘that the 


because they are writings neither arising from 
nor pertaining to any personal relation of the 
writer to those whom he addresses,’’ is con- 
tradicted by the term itself, since the expres- 
sion kadoAtkds contains not the slightest allu- 
sion to a relation subsisting between the 
writer and those to whom he writes. 
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up more and more to the spiritual house, in accordance with their calling as 
Christians (7d Aoysdv ddodov yiha énimonoare’ . . . Ge Aida Govrec oixodousiobe), 
ii. 1-10.— The second series of exhortations (ii. 1l-iv. 6), which are of a 
special nature, is in connection with the position of the Christians in the 
world (napaxade dc mapoikoug Kal napemidjuovg’ . \. . THY dvacToogyy buov év Toi¢ 
éveow éxovrec, VV. 11, 12), and has reference —(1) To the relation to civil 
authorities (ii. 18-17); (2) To the particular relations of domestic life: 
(a) exhortation to the slaves (oi oixéras broracoduevoe . . . Toic deonoraic, 18-25) 
to obedience towards their masters in patient endurance, even of unjust suf- 
fering, based on a reference to the sufferings of Christ; (0) exhortation to 
the women to be subject unto their husbands, and to a holy walk, with 
reference to the godly women of the O. T., especially Sarah, iii. 1-6; (c) 
exhortation to the men to a discreet treatment of their wives; (3) To the 
relation to the world persecuting the church; after a short exhortation to 
unity and love (ver. 8), the apostle exhorts not to return evil for evil 
(vv. 9-14); with meekness to give a reason for their own hope (ver. 15), 
and in the midst of suffering to give proof of faithful submission to the 
divine will (vv. 16,17). These exhortations are based on a reference to 
Christ, who through suffering entered into His glory (vv. 18-22), and who 
by His death appeals to believers not to continue their former life, but to 
lead a new one, even though they should be reviled for it. Lastly, the 
apostle reminds his readers of the future judgment of Christ (iv. 1-6). — 
The third class of exhortations (iv. 7-v. 9) has special reference to life in 
the church, and is connected with the thought of the nearness of the end 
of all things (iv. 7). The several particulars to which prominence is given 
are: soberness unto prayer (ver. 7), ardent love towards each other (ver. 8), 
hospitality (ver. 9), a faithful administration of spiritual gifts for the gen- 
eral good (vv. 10, 11), joyful bearing of the sufferings of Christ (vv. 12-19). 
Hereupon follows an exhortation to the elders to guide the church in a right 
manner, reference being made to the reward which awaits them (v. 1-4); 
then a command to the younger to submit themselves to the elder (ver. 5) ; 
on this, admonitions to all to a humble behavior towards each other, and 
to humiliation before God (vv. 6, 7); lastly, a summons to watchfulness 
against the temptations of the Devil (vv. 8, 9).— The epistle concludes with 
the benediction and a doxology (vv. 10, 11), an observation on this epistle 
itself (ver. 12), and sundry commissions (vv. 13, 14). 

The aim of this epistle is stated by the apostle himself (v. 12) in the 
words: éypapa mapakarov «al exywaptupov Tavtnv elvat GAnOH Yapwv Tod Oeod, eic¢ HV 
éorgxare. Accordingly he proposed a mapaxadév and an éniwaprypdv, both in 
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close connection with each other, as the immediate juxtaposition of the 
ideas shows. ‘The occasion of them lay in this, that the readers, as profess- 
ing Christians, had to endure severe afflictions through the slanders of the 
heathen. In view of the dangers lying therein, the apostle was careful, on 
the one hand, to exhort them to patience, by directing their minds to the 
future KAnpovouia, as also to the continuance in holiness, and to a conduct 
towards each other and towards the heathen such as would lead the latter 
to see how groundless their slanders were; and, on the other hand, that his 
exhortation might not be without a firm basis, to assure them that a state of 
suffering was the true divine state of grace. Accordingly the epistle bears 
neither a polemical nor a doctrinal, but an entirely hortatory character. No 
doubt dogmatic ideas are interwoven in some passages; these, however, are 
never treated doctrinally, but are always made subservient to the purpose of 
exhortation. 


REMARK. — Schott regards this epistle as, in the first instance, a letter of 
consolation, in which the readers are calmed and comforted, on the one hand, 
with respect ‘‘to the accusations of the heathen, that they, as matter of 
principle, denied a moral basis to social life;’? and, on the other, as regards 
their fears, lest. the fact of God’s permitting persecutions should be a proof to 
them that they were without the ‘‘complete moral certainty of their salvation 
in Christ.’? In opposition to this, it is to be remarked that Peter uses wapakanreiv 
only in the sense of ‘‘ to exhort,’’ and that even if the apostle, in the treatment 
of his subject, does introduce some words of comfort, the whole epistle cannot, 
on that account, be styled a letter of consolation, the less so that these very 
words are always made subservient to purposes of exhortation; cf. Weiss, Die 
petrin. Frage, p- 631 f.—Several interpreters assume from éxwwaprupév, «.7.A., 
that Peter composed his hortatory epistles with the intention also of formally 
confirming the preaching of the gospel aforetime addressed to his readers. 
Wiesinger says: ‘‘ Peter, in his epistle to Pauline churches, has impressed the 
seal of his testimony on the gospel as preached by Paul.’? Weiss, while 
questioning this, in that he does not consider the church to have been Pauline, 
nevertheless asserts that ‘‘the apostle wished, by his apostolic testimony, to 
confirm the preaching already delivered to the readers,’’? and for this reason 
precisely, ‘‘ that it had not yet been proclaimed to them by an apostle.’ But, 
although in i. 12, 25, we have it attested that the true gospel is preached unto 
them, and, in v. 12, that thus they are made partakers of the very grace of God, 
still this testimony is not made in such a form as to warrant the conclusion that 
the Apostle Peter considered it necessary to confirm, by his apostolic authority, 
the preaching by which the readers had been converted; nor does it imply 
that the readers had begun to doubt of its truth, because it had come to them 
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— directly or indirectly —from Paul, or even from one who was no apostle. 
The double testimony is rather to be explained simply thus: The apostle was 
desirous of preserving his readers from the danger to which they were exposed, 
by the trials that had befallen them, of entertaining doubts as to their state of 
grace, and of confirming them in the confident trust in the grace of which they 
had been made partakers, apart altogether from the person by whom the gospel 
had been preached to them. — Hofmann, while justly recognizing the hortatory 
character of the epistle, thinks that Peter’s intention in it was ‘‘to secure the 
fruits of Paul’s labors int a way possible only to the Apostle of the Circum- 
cision.” But in the epistle there is not the smallest hint of any such intention, 
nor is there any mention made of a difference between the Apostle of the 
Gentiles and the Apostle of the Circumcision. Besides, if such were his 
intention, it is impossible to understand how Peter could have written a 
hortatory epistle of such length. This same objection may be urged against 
Bleek’s idea that the sole occasion of the epistle was the journey of Silvanus to 
Asia Minor. — Pfleiderer (as above, p. 419) correctly gives the design of the 
letter thus: ‘‘ An exhortation to patience and perseverance under severe perse- 
cution from without, as also to a blameless life, by means of which the Christian 
Church might avoid every occasion for 2 justifiable persecution.’ — On Schweg- 
ler’s hypothesis, that the letter was written with the design of effecting a 
compromise between the followers of Paul and those of Peter, see § 4, Introd. 
Ewald’s view, that this circular letter was composed chiefly with the design “‘ of 
teaching the true relation to all heathen, and heathen rulers,’’ is refuted by the 
contents themselves, which go far beyond this. 


The peculiar character of the epistle is due as much to the individuality 
of its author as to its own hortatory tendency; but not to this, that its 
author preached a Christianity different from that of the other apostles, 
that is to say, a narrow Jewish Christianity. The Christianity of Peter, in 
its subjective as in its objective side, is the same as that of Paul and John. 
As regards the objective side, there are no conceptions of the person of Christ 
here expressed lower than in the other books of the N. T. Weiss, who 
draws a distinction between the historical and the speculative methods of 
viewing the person of Christ in the N. T., is no doubt of opinion that only 
the former of these is to be found here, and that therefore Peter’s concep- 
tion is, in this respect, only a preliminary step to those of Paul and John. 
But although Peter does not speak of the pre-existence of Christ in so many 
words, yet the significance which, according to him, Christ had for the reali- 
zation of the eternal purposes of God toward humanity (i. 2, 3, 7, 8, 10-12, 
18-20, ii. 4-10, 21-25, iii. 18-iv. 6, iv. 13, 14, v. 4, 10), goes to prove that 
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he did not regard Christ “as a mere man,” distinguished from other men 
only in that “ He was anointed by God at His baptism with the Holy Spirit, 
and thus equipped for the office of Messiah.” Besides, however, there are 
not wanting hints which point to a higher conception than this. If Christ 
be not called vide ros Oeod, God is spoken of directly as zaryjp rod Kvpiov ’Inood 
Xpiorod (chap. i. 38,2); and the name xépioc, which Peter, according to the 
O. T. usage, frequently applies to God, is by him attributed without any 
explanation to Christ also. Again, if the Trinity, to which reference is 
made in chap. i. 2, be only the economical Trinity, still in it Christ is placed 
in such a relation to God “as could absolutely never, and especially never in 
the domain of Old-Testament faith, be applied to a mere human instrument” 
- (Jul. Kostlin). Still further, in chap. i. 20, zpoeyrwouévov mpd KataBorqe Koouov, 
where even Weiss is forced to find an idea expressed beyond any that can 
be explained on the “historic principle,” though it be true that here it is 
not—as Schumann (Die Lehre v. d. Person Christi, p. 449) assumes —the 
real, but only, in the first instance, the ideal pre-existence that is affirmed, 
yet this very ideal pre-existence undeniably points beyond the simple hu- 
manity of Christ. It is, too, a mere makeshift for Weiss to assert that the 
idea was formed in Peter’s mind, from the circumstance only, that Christ 
had already been predicted by the prophets, for xpd xaraPorje xdouov plainly 
goes far beyond this. And lastly, even if Weiss’s interpretation of 73... 
mvevua Xptotod, chap. i. 11 (see Comment., in loc.), were admissible, it would 
also follow, from the very fact that Peter spoke of the working of God’s 
Spirit in the prophets, according to its indwelling in Christ, that he had a 
conception of Christ’s nature higher than any Weiss would allow him to 
have had. 

Peter’s estimate also of the work of Christ, as of His person, is in no way 
different from that of the other apostles. For him, too, it is the death and 
resurrection of Christ which lays the foundation of man’s salvation, the 
communication of the Spirit of the glorified Christ by which that salvation 
is appropriated by man, and the second coming of Christ by which it is 
completed. No doubt Weiss thinks that Peter attributes to the blood of 
Christ a redemptive, but not an expiatory, power, and that certainly the idea 
~ of sacrifice is foreign to him, if that of substitution be not; but this opinion 
can be justified only by a misconception of the particular points in the 
passages in question (i. 18, 19, ii. 24, iii. 18). 

With respect to the subjective side of Christianity, Peter has in reference 
to it also no peculiar teaching. According to him, it is again faith which is 
made the condition of a participation in the salvation of Christ; ef. i. 5, 7, 
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8, 9, 21, ii. 7 (iv. 18), v. 9. True, the xioruw of Peter is not characterized as 
specifically Christian by any adjunct such as eic Xpcor6v; but that none other 
than a faith on Christ can be meant is evident, partly from the reference to 
the redeeming death of Christ which pervades the whole epistle, and partly 
from the circumstance, that when God is spoken of as the object of faith 
(i. 21), the phrase: rdv éyeipavra aitdy (Xpiotdv) 2x vexpov nal ddgav abt@ dévta 
(comp. Rom. iv. 24), is added to Oeév by way of nearer definition. It can 
with no justification be asserted that faith according to Peter is, on the one 
hand, only the trust in God based on the miracle of the resurrection, and on 
the other simply the recognition of the Messianic dignity of Christ, and that 
accordingly he does not, like Paul, make reference to the atonement accom- 
plished by the blood of Christ. For, precisely because Peter regards the 
death of Christ as the ground of salvation, it is plainly impossible that he 
. should think of this faith by which redemption is obtained, without reference 
to the death of Christ and its effects. Weiss, though he admits that this 
faith, according to the view taken of it not merely by Paul and John, but 
also by Peter, introduces into real community of life with Christ, does so 
only under this restriction, that Peter’s conception is based entirely on the 
utterances of Christ, and has not as yet been worked into didactic shape; 
as if the living faith were not necessarily conscious of community of life 
with Christ, and as if the matter contained in an epistle written with the 

view of imparting instruction must of necessity be brought into didactic 
form. If, according to Peter, the life of faith be, from its earliest commence- 
ment, a life of obedience, there is taught in this nothing different from what 
Paul more than once affirms (Rom. vi. 17, xv. 18, xvi. 19, 20; 2 Cor. x. 15); 
but that Peter “makes the idea of obedience so prominent, that faith as the 
fundamental condition of the possession of salvation retires completely into 
the background” (Weiss), is an unfounded assertion. Since, then, the 
epistle is written with the design rapaxadeiv the Christians, who were endur- 
ing affhction for their faith’s sake, the reference to a future and complete 
salvation — kAypovopia, owrnpia, doéa, yapc Core — forms, along with the exhor- 
tation to a pious Christian walk of life, a chief feature in it, and it is there- 
fore quite natural that the éaric should appear as the centre of its apostolic 
mapaxAnowe (chap. i. 8, 18, 21, iii. 5, 9, 15, iv. 18, v. 1, 4,10). But although 
it is peculiar to Peter to gaze on the future completion of salvation with a 
hope that stretched away beyond the present possession of it, yet we must 
not on that account seek to draw a distinction between him as the apostle of 
hope, and Paul as the apostle of faith, and still less, with Weiss, attribute to 
him a different conception of doctrine in that, whilst according to Paul hope 
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is only a single constituent of faith, Peter saw in faith only “the preliminary 
step to hope.” 


REMARK. — Whilst Weiss considers the doctrinal conception in the epistle 
as a preliminary step to Paulinism, Pfleiderer, on the other hand, characterizes 
it as ‘‘a Paulinism popularized, and thereby rendered weak and insipid.’’ In 
reference to this, the following remarks must be made: (1) Pfleiderer indeed 
admits that the emphasis laid on the death of Christ as the means of our 
redemption is a genuinely Pauline feature; at the same time, however, he is of 
opinion that the death of Christ must be taken here as referring not, as with 
Paul, to the expiation of the guilt of sin, but only to the removal of a life of 
sin, and that its redemptory effects can only be considered as morally communi- 
cated, in order that it may, as a powerful example, bring about the resolution to 
an obedient imitation of Christ. But this is clearly incorrect, for it is apparent, 
from an unprejudiced perusal of the passages in question, that redemption from 
the guilt of sin is viewed as the primary effect of Christ’s death, though there 
is undoubtedly also reference to its final aim in delivering from the power of sin. 
How can redemption from a life of sin be conceived of without the forgiveness 
of sin? The very expression pavtioud¢ aiuarog I, X. (i. 2) is a proof that our 
author regarded the forgiveness of sin as the effect of the blood of Christ. The 
idea that man must earn pardon for himself by his own obedient following of 
Christ is totally foreign to this epistle. (2) If Pfleiderer asserts that here we 
have faith presented in an aspect different from that of Paul, inasmuch as its 
object is not Christ, the historical Redeemer from sin, but Christ, the glorified 
One, it must be urged, in reply, that Christian faith, in the nature of it, has 
reference at once to the abased and to the exalted Christ, —to the former 
because He is exalted, to the latter in that He was made low, —and, that, in 
this passage also, between Paul and the writer of this epistle there was no 
difference, and could be none. (3) In opposition to Pfieiderer’s assertion, that 
obedience also has, for each of the two, a different import, inasmuch as, while 
Paul considers moral obedience to be the fruit of faith, the author of this epistle 
looks on morality as a particular element of faith itself, it must be remarked, 
that, if obedience be the fruit of faith, it must, in germ, be contained in faith, 
that is, be an element of faith, (4) With respect to the mveiua, Pfleiderer 
admits that it is for both, in every way, the life-principle of Christianity; only 
he finds it worthy of notice, that, in this epistle, the communication of the 
Spirit is not made to stand in any way connected with baptism. But it is clearly 
a quite unjustifiable demand, that this relation should find expression in the 
single passage in which reference is made to baptism. —No doubt it cannot be 
denied that the several particulars of Christian faith, knowledge, and life have 
received from Paul a fuller development, and, as a consequence, a clearer 
definition, than in our epistle; but this can be accounted for as much by the 
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individuality of the two apostles as by the purely hortatory character of this 
_epistle, and is no evidence of the correctness of Pfleiderer’s view. — Hofmann 
justly remarks: ‘‘ The epistle contains nothing by which its author can be 
recognized as the advocate of an ... insipid Paulinism, and nothing either 
which betrays his dependence on Pauline forms of thought.”’ 


The peculiar character of the epistle, by which it is distinguished from 
the writings of Paul and John, has its origin not in any doctrinal difference, 
but on the one hand in the individuality of its author, and on the other 
in its own practical design. Peter does not mean to teach, he is anxious 
rather to exhort in accordance with his practical mind,! as far removed from 
the dialectic bent of Paul as from the intuitive of John. — The epistle bears 
further a characteristic impress in the O. T. modes of thought and expres- 
sion peculiar to it. In none of the writings of the N. T. do we find, com- 
paratively speaking, so numerous quotations from and references to the 
O. T. (comp. chap. i. 16, 24, 25, ii. 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 10, 22-24, iii. 10-12, 13, 14, 
VANS lity, LS, iVn0 Dy vl) 
much in O. T. conceptions, that he expresses his thoughts by preference in 
When he wishes to set forth the dignity of the Christian 


Church, or to make reference to the future salvation of believers, or to exhort 


But more than this, the author lives and moves so 
O. T. language. 


to a walk becoming Christians, he does so for the most part in the manner 
peculiar to the O. T. Even when he speaks of the death of Christ as the 
ground of salvation, it is in O. T. language that he lays stress on its signifi- 
cance. And all this without so much as hinting at the specific difference 
between the O. and N. T. So that all the ideas, more especially, which are 
in Paul rooted in the clear consciousness of the difference between the two 
economies: dicatodobat tx THe TioTEwe, viofecia, the relation of affection between 
God and Christians as His children,’ etc., occupy here an entirely subor- 
dinate position. Nevertheless, the tone of the whole epistle is decidedly 
Christian, not only in that it is inspired by that Spirit to which Christ 


referred when He said to James and John: “Know ye not what spirit ye 


1 Strangely enough, Hofmann takes offence 
at what is here said, although he himself 
describes ‘* Peter’s mind as one which directly 
apprehended the duty of the moment, as the 
moment presented it, and set about fulfilling 
it by word and deed without circumlocution 
or hesitation,’ — proof evidently of a practical 
mind. 

2 According to Hofmann, it is not the con- 


ception, but the manner of expression, that 
is that of the O. T.; but is not expression 
determined by conception ? 

3 This, too, Hofmann questions, assigning 
as his reason ch. i. 17; but the expression 
Father is applied to God in the O.T. also 
(Isa. xiii. 16; Jer. xxxi. 9), without the rela- 
tion of child being conceived in the same way 


as it is by Paul. 
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are of ?” but because there is to be found in it no trace of Mosaic legality, 
The Christian 


church is a yévoc éxAexrov just in that it is Christian, and not in any way 


or of the national narrowness peculiar to the Jewish people. 


because the greater part of it belongs to the nation of Israel, “into which 
the others have only been ingrafted.” The Mosaic law is not so much as 
mentioned, nor does the expression véyo¢ once occur. No doubt it is strongly 
insisted upon that Christians should live a holy life; but the obligation is 
deduced not from any law, but from the fact that they are redeemed from 
their paraia dvactpod by the riysov aiva of Christ, and are born again of seed 
incorruptible, while, as the means through which they are to ‘procure their 
sanctification, the rveiua is mentioned, not the legal letter (a ypauya). From 
this it follows that the name “ Apostle of the Circumcision” (Weiss), given 
to Peter, is inappropriate, if it be understood in a sense different from that 
in Gal. ii. 7, 8. 


had for Peter any significance whatever for the Christian life. 


It can nowhere be proved from his epistle that circumcision 
Rather is 
he penetrated by O. T. ideas only in so far as they obtain their true fulfil- 
ment in Christianity, and no allusion whatever is made to those of them 
which had already found their realization in Christ. — Further, the epistle 
bears a peculiar character from the traces in it which prove the author to 
have been an eye-witness and an ear-witness of Christ. Not only does the 
apostle style himself pdpru¢ rav rod Xpiotot rabyuatwv, but the way in which he 
discourses of the sufferings and glory of Christ is a proof that he speaks 
from a personal experience, the power of which he himself had directly felt. 
Nor this alone. Oftentimes in his expressions the very words he had heard 
from Christ are re-echoed, and hence the many points of accord, especially 
with the discourses of Christ as these are contained in the synoptic Gospels; 
ef. chap. i. 4 with Matt. xxv. 34; i. 8 with John xx. 23; i. 10 ff. with Luke 
x. 24; 1. 13 with Luke xii. 35; ii. 12 with Matt. v. 10; ii. 17 with Matt. 
xxii. 21; ii. 18-15 with Matt. x. 28; and v. 10, 11, iv. 18, 14, with Matt. v. 
12; v. 3 with Matt. xx. 25, 26; v. 6 with Matt. xxiii. 12.4 

Lastly, the epistle shows an unmistakable kinship with various writings 
of the N. T. Did this consist merely in the occurrence here and there of 


single cognate thoughts, conceptions, or expressions, there would still be no 


1 Hofmann, indeed, disputes that there is 
here any allusion to the words of Christ; he 
admits, however, that it is possible that ‘ the 
expression used by our Lord, Matt. v. 16, was 
present to the mind of the apostle when 
writing ii. 12;’’ and he says: ‘The ov ov« 


iSévres ayamare shows clearly enough that it 
is written by one who has seen the Lord.” 
Hofmann is wrong in denying that the words 
maptus THY TOU Xptorod raOynuarwr, v. 1, bear 
the meaning here presupposed. See Hofmann 
in loc. 
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proof of interdependence. In the whole of the N. T. writings there is con- 
tained a gospel substantially one and the same, and there must have prevailed 
in the intercourse of believers with one another—every allowance being 
made for diversity in the individual—a common mode of thought and ex- 
pression, which had its origin chiefly in the writings of the O. T. But the 
affinity which is apparent between the Epistle of Peter and several of the 
Epistles of Paul and the Epistle of James, goes far beyond this. Among 
Paul’s writings there are several passages in the Epistles to the Romans and 
Ephesians to which Peter’s epistle stands in a relation of dependence. 
Almost all the thoughts in Rom. xii. and xiii. are to be found repeated in 
the Epistle of Peter,—only here they are scattered throughout the whole 
letter; and not detached thoughts alone, but whole trains of thought, in 
which there is a similarity of expression even in what is of secondary mo- 
ment; cf. from Rom. xii., ver. 1 with 1 Pet. ii. 5, ver. 2 with i. 14, vv. 3-8 
with iv. 10, ver. 9 with i. 22, ver. 10 with ii. 17, ver. 13 with iv. 9, more 
especially vv. 14-19 with iii. 8-12; and from chap. xiii., vv. 1-7 with ii. 
13, 14 (see on this Weiss, p. 406 ff.). But echoes of other passages in 
Romans are to be found: cf. Pet. i. 21 with Rom. iv. 24; Pet. ii. 24 with 
Rom. vi. 18; Pet. iii. 22 with Rom. viii. 34; Pet. iv. 1, 2, with Rom. vi. 7 
(here it is not the clauses only which correspond: 6 ragov, «.7.2., and 6 aro- 
davav, x.7.A., but the subsequent thought of Peter: cic rd unnéte dvdpdrwy, K.T.A., 
answers to the previous idea of Paul: rod pnxére dovrciev, «.7.A.); Pet. v. 1 
with Rom. viii. 18; particularly striking is the agreement between Pet. ii. 6 
and Rom. ix. 33 (x. 11). — The kinship between the Epistle of Peter and 
that to the Ephesians is based not on single passages only, but at the same 
time on the composition of the two writings. If our epistle be in super- 
scription and introduction similar to the epistles of Paul, it bears a peculiar 
resemblance to that to the Ephesians, inasinuch as the thanks expressed in 
the latter have reference not to the particular circumstances of a special 
church, but to the common salvation of which the Christians had been made 
partakers; thé formula of thanksgiving, too, is in both literally the same: 
evaoyntoc 6 Oedc, «7.2. (thus 2 Cor.). The contents, too, of the epistles pre- 
sent many points of similarity both in the general exhortations to a walk in 
love towards each other, humility, and meekness, and a renunciation of their 
former heathenish life in fleshly passions and lusts, and in the special exhor- 
tations with respect to domestic relations; further, in the summons to resist 
the devil; and lastly, in the concluding wish of peace. The following par- 
ticular passages may be compared with each other: Pet. i. 1 (éxAewroic . . 


kata mpdyvocw Oc0d . . . év dyaou@ mvebuaroc) and Eph. i. 4 (é&eAégaro ude. . 
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mpd karaBorijc Kéopov, elvac Hu, dyiovc); Pet. i. 5 and Eph. i. 19; Pet. i. 14 and 
Eph. ii. 3; Pet. i. 18 and Eph. iv. 17; Pet. ii. 4, 5, and Eph. ii. 20-22; Pet. 
ii. 18 and Eph. vi. 5; Pet. iii. 1 and Eph. v. 22; Pet. iii. 18 (mpooayev) and 
Eph. ii. 18, iii. 12 (apocaywyf); Pet. ili. 22 and Eph. i. 20, 21; Pet. y. 8, 9, 
and Eph. vi. 10 ff. It is also worthy of special remark, that in both epistles 
the goal of the Christian is indicated by the word «Aypovoyia, and that in both 
the angel world is represented as standing in a relation to Christ’s work of 
redemption; cf. Pet. i. 12 and Eph. iii. 10; Peter seems to make reference 
also to Eph. iv. 8-10. 

The similarity between particular passages of Peter’s epistle and Paul’s 
other epistles is not of such a nature as to warrant the conclusion that there 
is a dependence of the former on the latter. If, e.g., Pet. ili. 2, ete., and 
1 Tim. ii. 9 treat of the ornaments of women, and the order in which the 
particular objects are brought forward be in both cases the same, this may 
doubtless be a merely accidental circumstance. Besides, the nomenclature 
varies. —On the other hand, the agreement between particular passages in 
the epistles of James and Peter is of such a kind that it cannot be regarded 
as accidental; see Pet. i. 6, 7, and Jas. i. 2, 3 (comp. dyaAduio#e and yapav 
hynoaode; Aumnbévtec év moixirowg metpacuolg and Grav meipacpolg mEpiréonte ToLKirow, 
and in both passages the identical 7d doxiwov buoy tig mictews); further, Pet. 
ii. 1 and Jas. i. 21 (there: drutéusvor racav Kaxiav; here: drovéuevor racav pura- 
piav kat meptooeiav Kaxiac; there: 7d AoyeKdv ddoAov yada énurobfoare; here, the not 
very dissimilar thought: dégac#e tov Eupurov Adyov; there, the aim: iva éy adtw 
abénbnre cic outnpiav; here, the similar thought in the participial clause: roy 
Ovvapevov odoat Tac puyxdc tudv); lastly, Pet. v. 5-9 and Jas. iv. 6, 7, 10, where 
in both passages there is the same quotation from the O. T., then the exhor- 
tation to humble submission to God, and thereon the summons to withstand 
the devil; besides this, Pet. v. 6 is almost identical with Jas. iv. 10.1 

The dependence of Peter’s epistle on the writings already mentioned, 
whilst it is acknowledged by almost all interpreters (in recent times more 
especially by Wiesinger, Schott, and Hofmann; in like manner, too, by 
Ewald, Reuss, Bleek; Guericke’s opinion is doubtful), is denied by Mayer- 
hoff, Rauch, and Brickner. Briickner, while admitting that there still 
remains the general impression of so many echoes, which always seems to 
point back to the dependence of Peter’s epistles, is nevertheless of opinion 


1 Although several of the citations from Peter’s epistle are not dependent on them 
the epistles to the Romans and Ephesians, (cf. Hofmann, p. 206 ff.), yet, as is fully 
and from that of James, might lead to the recognized by Hofmann, that in no way alters 
supposition that the passages in question in the matter itself. 
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that the similarity can be explained simply from the circumstance that cog- 
nate ideas in the minds of the apostles called for cognate terms, especially 
if there be taken into account the power of primitive Christian tradition on 
‘early Christian style, and the prevalent modes of expression which had arisen 
out of conceptions formed under the influence of the Old Covenant. This 
result, however, he obtains in the following way: He resolves the similar 
thoughts into their several elements; and having directed special attention 
to these, he lays particular stress on the differences he discovers. This 
process of separation is of necessity misleading, and if it be not employed, 
the similarity is so great that there can be no doubt as to the dependence 
of the one composition on the other. Weiss has demonstrated this at full 
length with respect to the relation between the Epistle of Peter and those to 
the Romans (chaps. xii. and xiii.) and Ephesians. He is wrong, however, 
when he says that the dependence is on the side of Paul, and not on that of 
Peter. With regard to Rom. xii. and xiii., it must be remembered — (1) 
That it is entirely improbable that Paul should, quite contrary to his usual 
custom, have been at the trouble to collect the thoughts here arranged from 
an epistle where they occur in a quite different connection; whilst there is in 
itself nothing improbable in the supposition, —if he were acquainted with 
the Epistle to the Romans, and more especially the above chapters, — that 
Peter wrote under the influence of Paul’s expression in the different passages 
of his epistle, where the course of his own thoughts suggested to him the 
same ideas. (2) That the views of Weiss necessarily lead to a depreciation 
of the literary capability of Paul. Weiss himself says that Paul’s depend- 
ence on Peter caused him to place in chap. xii. 6,7, dsaxovia, in the narrower 
sense, which is “evidently jarring,” between the three spiritual gifts; to 
introduce in ver. 11, “ without any purpose,” the exhortation 77 éAnicu yaipovtec; 
to put the thought in ver. 15 in the wrong place; and in ver. 16 to interpo- 
late the idea quite inappropriately.1_ As to the Epistle to the Ephesians, it 
must be remarked — (1) That no foreign influence can be recognized in it, 
when compared with the other Pauline epistles: Its dissimilarity is to be 
explained from its own individual tendency as a circular letter. (2) That 
the special peculiarities by which this epistle is distinguished from the other 


1 Since Weiss himself uses the expressions in Der Petrin. Lehrbegriff), we must observe, 
above quoted, the accusation that he detracts in reply, that general possibilities do not issue 
from Paul’s independence is certainly not in much, more especially when concrete cir- 
without justification. If he complain that cumstances prevent that being regarded as a 
even in this commentary regard is not paid reality which is in itself possible. 


to ‘‘the general considerations” (pp. 403-406 
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letters of Paul, even from that to the Colossians, have nothing whatsoever 
in common with the Epistle of Peter. In addition to this, let it be noted 
that the independence of Paul, which is apparent in every one of his epistles, 
stands in sharpest contradiction with the assumption that the apostle was 
indebted to those passages in Peter’s epistle; whilst, on the other hand, the 
leaning which Peter had to the O. T. and to the words of Christ, shows that 
to allow his mode of expression to be shaped by the influence of another 
was in no way opposed to the peculiar character of his mind, but entirely in 
harmony with it, as part of a nature “easily determined, receptive, and 


peculiarly open to personal impressions” (Schott). 


REMARK. — Weiss, in his essay entitled Die Petrinische Frage, written for 
the purpose of defending his views on the dependence of the epistles. to the 
Romans and Ephesians against objections raised to them, substantially repeats 
what he had formerly said, and hardly adduces any thing new. In denying that 
there subsists any relation of dependence between Rom. vi. 7 and Pet. iv. 12, 
and between Rom. vi. 2, 18, and Pet. ii. 24, Weiss overlooks the fact that the 
resemblance rests not alone on the two expressions 6 drodavev and 6 zadv capi, 
and that his interpretation of tai¢ duapriai aroyevouevor is an erroneous one. A 
more minute examination of the several clauses of chaps. xii. and xiii. of Romans 
can result merely in the conclusion that it is not in itself impossible that this 
epistle was conceived under the influence of Peter’s letter. But the priority of 
the latter is not thereby proved. The hortatory design of this epistle explains 
why it is that Peter has confined himself to these two chapters, and why in his 
composition are to be found none ‘‘ of the developments of Christian doctrinal 
conceptions peculiar to Paul.’’ Besides, it must be noted that although Peter 
says nothing of the relation of the véuo¢g and the épya Tov vouov, he is completely 
at one with Paul in the fundamental conception that sinful man can obtain 
salvation only through faith in Christ.— With respect to the affinity between 
the Epistle of Peter and that to the Ephesians, Weiss himself admits that 
“evidence for the originality of the Petrine passages can be adduced with still 
less strictness from a comparison of details.’? Weiss wrongly affirms that the 
Epistle to the Ephesians is related to that of Peter precisely in those very 
points which distinguish it from the rest of Paul’s writings. For the peculiar 
and distinctive character of the Epistle to the Ephesians does not consist only 
in that it is a circular letter (an assertion which, however, is decidedly denied 
by many critics, and particularly by Meyer; see his commentary, Finl., § 1), 
and that its commencement is of an import more general than that of the other 
Pauline epistles, but more especially in the whole diction, which, in the rich 
fulness of its expression, bears an impress different from the rest of the 
apostle’s writings, That this peculiarity, however, cannot be traced to a 
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knowledge, on the apostle’s part, of Peter’s epistle, needs not to be proved. 
When Weiss finds it a characteristic of the Epistle to the Ephesians, that its 
“ethical exhortation culminates in advices for the several stations of life,’? he 
must have forgotten that exactly the same is the case with the Epistle to the 
Colossians, which plainly was not written under the influence of Peter’s epistle. 


The dependence of this epistle on Paul and James is not, as Schott 
assumes, to be attributed to Peter’s ‘intention to show the agreement of his 
‘doctrine with that of these two men. For it is precisely their doctrinal 
peculiarities which are not echoed in the related passages; and altogether a 
doctrinal intent is nowhere discernible. It must therefore be assumed that 
Peter, from his familiarity with these epistles, was so penetrated by their 
prevailing modes of thought and expression, and the connection of their 
ideas, that recollections of these, although not unconsciously, still involun- 
tarily,1 became interwoven with his style. Such reminiscences, too, would 
press themselves upon his mind the more readily in the case of the Epistle 
to the Ephesians, that it was addressed to the same churches in Asia Minor 

which Peter felt himself urged to confirm and strengthen in their state of 
grace.? 

With all this dependence, however, the epistle has still its peculiar im- 
press different from that of the epistles of Paul and James. Although it 
abounds in conceptions which are common to all. the apostles, there are yet 
to be found in it not only particular expressions and terms, but also many 
ideas, which are foreign to the other writings of the N. T. Thus it is dis- 
tinctive of this epistle, that the work of salvation is characterized as some- 
thing after which the prophets searched, and into which the angels desired 
to look (i. 10-12); that the Christians are called mdpouot Kad mapenidnuor 
(ii. 11); that the exhortation to a holy walk is based on this, that thereby 


1 Schott’s opinion is far-fetched, that Peter’s 2 Hofmann goes too far in maintaining that 


continual references to the Pauline epistles 
arose from his tender anxiety lest he should 
add to ‘‘ the disquiet and apprehension of his 
readers by giving any direct expression to 
his apostolic individuality, unknown as it was 
to them.” He thinks, that, for this reason, 
Peter had, “ without mentioning his intention, 
unnoticed, and, as it were, by chance, here 
‘and there, sometimes more distinctly, and 
sometimes less so, allowed his readers to 
hear the well-known voice of their real 


pastor.”’ 


Peter “ purposely ” connected his epistle with 
that to the Ephesians, making the opening 
passages of the former thus similar to those 
of the latter, ‘‘in order, that, from the com- 
mencement, his heathen readers must perceive 
his intention, and recognize the harmony sub- 
sisting between that which was written by 
the Apostle of the Circumcision and that 
formerly penned by the Apostle of the Hea- 
then.”” 
taken views which Hofmann has formed as 


to the design of the epistle. 


This assertion arises from the mis- 
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the heathen would recognize the groundlessness of their accusations (ii. 12, 
iii. 16); and that the endurance of wrong is termed a yap. Further, pe- 
culiar to this epistle are: the exhibition of Christ’s sufferings as a type of 
their own sufferings for the faith’s sake (ii. 21 ff.) ; the idea that Christ has 
preached to the spirits in prison (iii. 19, iv. 6); the consolation drawn from 
the similarity of the affliction of the Christian brethren (v. 9); Sarah, in 
her subjection to Abraham, held up to women as an example (iii. 6); the 
comparison drawn between baptism and the flood, and the designation of 
the former as ovveidnoewe dyabne éxeporqua (iii. 21); the thought that the suf- 
ferings of Christ form the beginning of judgment (iv. 12); the exhortation 
to the elders (v. 1-3); the term dpy:nowjv as (v. 4) applied to Christ, etc. 
It cannot justly be urged against this epistle, that it is wanting in logical 
development of thought. Since the epistle bears a-hortatory character, 
there is nothing to excite surprise when the author makes a transition 
from more general to more special precepts, and again from more special 
to more general, and when he, as the spirit moves him, builds now one 
exhortation, now another, on this or on that fact of redemption, finding 
here again occasion for fresh admonitions. But that with all this there is 
no want of a definite train of thought, is proved by the above summary 
of contents. The style does not abound in aphorisms, like that of the dis- 
courses of Jesus and the Epistle of James, but is distinguished by thoughts 
connected by means of participles, relative pronouns, copulative particles, as 
in the Pauline epistles. A peculiarity, too, is to be found in the frequent 
condensation of several conceptions into a substantival or adjectival idea by 
means of the definite article (chap. i. 3, 5, 10, 12, 18, 14, 15, 17, etc.) ; further, 
the frequent use of the particle d¢ (chap. i. 14, 19, ii. 1, 5, 16, iv. 10, 11, 15, 
16, v. 8); lastly, the construction, of the participle, both with an imperative 
either preceding (i. 13, 14, 22, ii. 1, 4, 16) or following it (i. 18, 28, ii. 1, 2, 
5, 7), as also its employment in an absolute and independent way, without 
being joined to a particular finite verb (ii. 18, iii. 1, 7, 9, 16, iv. 8). 

Whilst De Wette looks on the epistle as hardly worthy of an apostle, 
others praise, and rightly too, the freshness and vividness of its style,! its 
“richness in Christian doctrine,” and the ‘“‘noble artlessness which feels 
itself satisfied and blessed in the simple and believing reception, and calm 
and quiet possession, of the facts of a divinely given salvation” (Schott). 


1 Grotius: ‘Habet haec epistola ro ofo- _alacritas Petrini sermonis lectorem suavissime 
Spov, conveniens ingenio principis aposto- retinens.”’ 
lorum.” Bengel: ‘ Mirabilis est gravitas et 
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SEC. 3. — THE READERS OF THE EPISTLE; THE TIME AND 
PLACE OF ITS COMPOSITION. 


Whilst the epistle itself gives no precise information as to who the 
readers addressed are, its superscription shows them to have been Christians 
in Asia Minor, more especially those in Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia 
(by which term proconsular Asia is to be understood), and Bithynia; that 
is to say, the Christians in regions where Paul and his companions, accord- 
ing to his epistles and the Acts of the Apostles, had first preached the gospel 
and founded the Christian Church. — In ancient times the prevalent view 
was that the epistle was addressed to Jewish Christians. This opinion was 
entertained by Eusebius, Didymus, Epiphanius, Hieronymus, Oecumenius, 
Theophylactus; and among more recent authors, by Erasmus, Calvin, Gro- © 
tius, Bengel, Augusti, Hug, Bertholdt, Pott, and others. Several inter- 
preters, like Wolf, Gerhard, Jachmann, etc., have modified this view, in so 
far that they hold the epistle to have been written principally (principaliter) 
no doubt for Jewish Christians, but in a certain sense (quodammodo) for 
Gentile Christians also (jidei interna ac loci externa unitate illis conjunctos). 
This is the position taken up by Weiss. He assumes that the majority of 
church-members were Jewish Christians, and that these were regarded by 
Peter as the real body of the congregations; for this reason, and not think- 
ing of the admixture of heathen which had everywhere taken place, the 
apostle addresses the Jewish Christians only. Weiss’s view is very closely 
bound up with his opinion, that the churches in question had already been 
founded before the missionary journey of Paul to Asia Minor, by Jews of 
that region who had been converted at Jerusalem on the day of Pentecost 
or subsequently to it. This assertion, however, is not only without any 
foundation whatsoever in history, but is opposed to all that is told us of 
the Apostle Paul’s labors in Asia Minor, in his epistles and in the Acts of the 
Apostles, inasmuch as there is in neither the smallest hint that when he 
commenced his work there, a Christian church was in existence anywhere in 
that land. It is surely inconceivable that Paul should have pursued his 
missionary work in that region without in any way taking notice of the 
church already established there, and all the more so if that church had by — 
‘that time risen to such importance as to draw on itself the persecuting hate 
of the heathen. — The proofs adduced by Weiss, that the epistle was addressed 
to Jewish-Christian churches, are as follow: 1. The designation of the 
readers in the superscription of the letter; 2. The style of expression so 
strongly based on the O. T.; 3. The occurrence of several passages, namely, 
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chaps. i. 14, 18, ii. 9, 10, iii. 6, iv. 8, which point apparently to Gentile but 
in reality to Jewish Christians as readers. The jirst proof falls to the ground 
when the expression éxAexrol mapenidnuot dtaoxopdc Mévrov, x.1.4., 18 correctly 
understood (see Comment. toi. 1). With regard to the second proof, how- 
ever, it must be noted that the references to the O. T. were for Gentile 
Christians (who of course cannot be conceived of without some acquaintance 
with the O. T.) not less intelligible than for Jewish Christians. Paul 
himself makes frequent enough allusion to the O. T. in his epistles addressed 
to Gentile Christians (cf., e.g., 1 Cor. i 19, 31, ii. 9, 16, iii. 19, 20, etc.).1— 
With respect to the third proof, the previous condition of the readers in the 
passages quoted is not in appearance only, but as a matter of fact, charac- 
terized as heathenish, and that not positively simply, but negatively also. 
For in these verses there is not the faintest intimation that the readers 
before their conversion had stood, as Israelites, in the covenant relation to 
God to which Paul invariably makes reference when he speaks to Jews 
or of them. The whole character of the epistle speaks not against, but 
much more in favor of, the assumption that the churches here addressed, at 
least the larger part of them, were. composed not of Jewish but of Gentile 
Christians. In favor, too, of this view, is the circumstance that these same 
churches are represented as suffering persecution, not at the hands of the 
Jews, but of the heathen; which goes to show that the latter did not regard 
these Christians merely as a sect within Judaism, as would naturally have 
been the case had they been formerly Jews, or for the most part Jews. The 
persecuting zeal of the heathen was directed against it only when Chris- 
tianity began to draw its professors no longer from Judaism chiefly, but 
from heathendom; and it was not Jewish but Gentile Christian churches 
which were the objects of detestation. Justly, then, did Augustine (Contra 
Faustum, xii. 89) already, and Cassiodorus (De Instit. Div. Lit., ii. p. 516), 
later on, Luther and Wetstein, and in recent times Steiger, De Wette, 


1 Weiss wrongly tries (Die Petrin. Frage, 
p. 623) to neutralize the evidential value of 
this remark, by saying “ that it does not touch 
the very pith of his argument, which consists 
in this, that Peter expressly quotes the O. T., 
as Paul does, only in i. 16, ii. 6.” For, on 
the one hand, Paul, too, employs O. T. ex- 
pressions and phrases without adding yéypan- 
rat or the like, e.g., in the passage above 
quoted, 1 Cor. ii. 16. On the other haxd, the 
O. T. expressions employed by Peter without 


the formula of quotation are of such a kind 
as to have been intelligible to the Christians 
as such, irrespective of whether they formerly 
had been heathens or Jews; nor do they by 
any means ‘‘ presuppose so intimate a knowl- 
edge of the O. T. as is conceivable only in 
those who had formerly been Jews.” With 
regard to their acquaintance with the O. T., 
cf. Meyer on Rom. vii. 1, where Paul speaks 
of the Christians, without exception, as yuvdéc- 
KOVTET VOMOY, 
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Briickner, Mayerhoff, Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann, as also Neander, Gue- 
ricke, Reuss, Lechler, Schaff, Jul. Késtlin, Bleek, and others, pronounce in 
favor of the opinion that the churches in question must be held to have 
been composed of Gentile Christians. The hypothesis of Benson, Michaelis, . 
Credner, and some others, that this epistle is designed for such Gentile 
Christians as had before their conversion to Christianity been “proselytes 
of the gate,” is evidently a purely arbitrary one. 

As to their condition, we gather from the epistle for the most part only, 
that the churches were at that time exposed to many persecutions at the 
hands of the heathen, which, however, consisted more in contumelies and 
revilings than in actual ill-treatment. That these manifold persecutions 
were instituted by the state, cannot, with Hug, Mayerhoff, and Neander, be 
concluded from the expressions drodoyia and xaxomoe in iii. 15, 16. Schott’s 
conjecture, that they were connected with those which arose under Nero, is 
refuted on the one hand by their character as described in the epistle, and 
on the other by the testimony of history, which confines the Neronic perse- 
cution solely to Rome. A too gloomy picture of the moral condition of the 
readers must not be drawn from the exhortations given to them relative to 
the persecutions, although it is not incredible that the shortcomings brought 
here and there to light by the persecutions may have induced the apostle to 
compose this epistle; open blame is nevertheless not expressed. Nor is 
there any thing to indicate that the church was disturbed by heretical tend- 
encies, or opposing parties of Jewish and Gentile Christians. —The notion 
that Peter was personally acquainted with his readers, is opposed as much 
by the want of any personal relations on his part to his readers, as by the 
distinction he makes between himself and those who had proclaimed the 
gospel to them. 

Only one passage (v. 18) has reference to the place where the epistle was 
composed. From the circumstance that Peter sends greetings from the 
church (not from his wife) in Babylon, it may correctly be inferred that 
during the composition of the epistle he was in that city. But whether by 
Babylon is to be understood the Babylon properly so called, on the banks of 
the Euphrates,or Rome rather, the capital of the world, is a question by 
no means settled as yet (cf. on this the remarks on the passage). It is not 
at all improbable in itself that Peter was for a time in Babylon proper, and 
labored there as an apostle, the less so that from of old, in that very city, 
there were large Jewish communities, which stood in intimate connection 
with Jerusalem. 

In order to settle more precisely the time of the composition, it must be 
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observed principally: (1) That the epistle is directed to Pauline churches; 
(2) That it presupposes the acquaintance of its author with the Epistle to 
the Ephesians. If these two points, above proved to be correct, are estab- 
lished, the epistle can neither, as Weiss assumes, have been composed at 
the beginning of Paul’s third missionary journey, nor, as Briickner con- 
jectures, at the end of it; its origin must be relegated, rather, to a later 
date. Assuming that the Epistle to the Ephesians was written by Paul 
during his captivity at Rome, Wieseler would place the composition of 
our epistle in the latter part of that captivity. But the following facts 
militate against this: on the one hand, that the persecutions of the Chris- 
tians in the provinces of Asia Minor, which occasioned this letter of Peter, 
are mentioned neither in the Epistle to the Ephesians nor in that to the 
Colossians; and, on the other, that in the former there is no reference to 
those false teachers whose appearance these epistles presuppose. Peter, 
too, if he had composed his epistle at that time, would certainly not have 
left the imprisonment of Paul unnoticed, the more especially that he was 
writing to a Pauline church. The letter can have been composed, then, 
only after the two-years’ imprisonment of Paul in Rome. Ewald and 
Hofmann are of opinion that it was written immediately after his release 
from captivity. But it is more than improbable that an epistle addressed 
to a Pauline church was composed when Paul was still alive and engaged 
in work. If such had been the case, Peter would certainly not have omitted 
to specify the relation in which he stood to Paul, and the motive which 
induced him to write to a Pauline church, since by so doing he was eyi- 
dently encroaching by his apostolic labors on the missionary territory of 
Paul.t Accordingly, it must be assumed that the epistle was not written 
until after Paul had been removed by martyrdom from the field of apos- 
tolic labor, and withal at a time when this fact had become known to the 
churches, otherwise Peter could not have passed it over in silence. We 
must agree, then, with those critics who place the composition of the 
epistle in the closing years of Peter’s lifetime, at the earliest in the year 66 
(as Reuss, Bleek, Wiesinger, Schott). If Peter died under Nero, that is, 
about the year 67 A.D., the period which extends from the eNeronic perse- 
cution of the Christians and the death of Paul— especially as he suffered 
martyrdom soon after the conflagration in Rome, 64 A.D. —to the time 


1 Hofmann’s remark is singular: That those Peter would only have been guilty of an 
only were guilty of an interference who at- encroachment if he had aimed at forming a 
tempted to turn away from Paul the Gentile. number of Gentile-Christian churches. 
Christian churches founded by him, and that 
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when this epistle was composed, is long enough to allow of it seeming 
natural that Peter in his epistle should leave those two events unnoticed. 
All that we learn from the epistle as to the circumstances in which the 
churches in question were placed, and, in particular, respecting the perse- 
For 
although the Christians had to suffer persecution even during the time of 


cutions to which they were exposed, is in harmony with this date. 


Paul’s missionary labors (cf. 1 Thess. i. 6, ii. 14; 2 Thess. i. 4, etc.), yet 
this was by no means so generally the case —a statement Hofmann unjustly 
calls in question —as our epistle seems to presuppose, but took place for 
the most part then only when the heathen were instigated by the Jews 
(Acts xvii. 5, xviii. 12), or by particular individuals to whose interests 
Christianity was opposed (cf. Acts xvi. 16 ff., xix. 23 ff.). And albeit 
Tacitus records that the Christians, even so early as the burning of Rome, 
were the odium humani generis and per flagitia invisi, they could have begun 
to be so only after Christianity had shown itself a power capable of advancing 
on heathendom and convulsing it. This it became only in consequence 
of Paul’s missionary labor ; and Weiss is not justified in taking advantage of 
‘the fact to support his views as to the early date of composition. On the 
other hand, the epistle shows that, at the time of its origin, the hostility of 
the Gentiles towards Christianity had not risen to such a height that the 
heathen authorities sought to suppress that religion as a religio nova fraught 
with danger to the state, but had confined itself as yet to slanders and the 
like, to which the heathen population were incited for the reasons given 
in chap. iv. All this, in like manner, harmonizes with the date above 
mentioned. Weiss concludes that the epistle belongs to a time considerably 
earlier, from the following, circumstances: “that these sufferings were for 


nected hisown; and that he took Mark, who 


1 The opposite view (Hofmann’s), that the 
was with him when he composed his epistle, 


epistle was written between the autumn of 
the year 63 and that of 64, is based on assump- 
tions, the correctness of which cannot be 


away with him from Ephesus, ‘ because that 
of all the Jewish converts who, without be- 


proved. Hofmann supposes, that, immedi- longing to the company of the Apostle of 


ately after Paul’s release, Peter undertook 
the journey from Jerusalem to Rome, passing 
through Asia Minor by way of Ephesus, 
withal ‘in order that be might restrain those 
whose enmity towards Paul threatened to 
produce a dissension which would have been 
specially injurious to the church of the world’s 


the Gentiles, were preaching Christ in Rome 
at the time of Paul’s imprisonment, he was, 
perhaps, the only one whose conduct towards 
Peter was influenced by love instead of by 
jealousy and enmity ;”’ that, immediately upon 
his arrival at Rome, he wrote his epistle. All 
these suppositions are purely fictions, nor 


capital;’? further, that during this journey 
he became acquainted with the Epistle to the 
Ephesians, with which he “ purposely ”’ con- 


can the slightest trace of them be found in 
the Epistle of Peter. 
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the Christians still something new, at which they wondered ;” and “that 
to the heathen it was a thing novel and strange that the Christians should 
renounce their vicious life;” and from this also, that “the apostle still 
expresses the naive (!) hope that the heathen, on becoming better acquainted 
with the holy walk of the Christians, would cease from their enmity, as 
having arisen from ignorance.” The conclusion, however, is unwarranted, 
the more so that, on the views above expressed as to the origin of the 
churches of Asia Minor and the date of the epistle’s composition, the time 
during which the churches had existed was even shorter than on the theory 
supported by Weiss; according to the latter, they had already been in 
existence for about twenty years; according to the former, for only about ~ 
fifteen. Under these circumstances, which he has omitted to take into 
account, Weiss can naturally draw nothing favorable to his own opinions 
from the expression occurring in chap. ii. 2: dpriyévyyta Bpéon. The men- 
tion, too, of the vedrepor, in contrast to the mpeoBirepoc (chap. v. 5), is not 
evidence that the epistle was composed at an earlier date, for there is no 
proof that such vedrepoc were no longer to be found in the churches of 
Asia Minor, say, ten years after the time mentioned by Weiss. But the 
chief reason which Weiss adduces as proof that the churches in question 
were not Gentile-Christian, but Judaeo-Christian communities which had 
already been in existence before the apostolic career of Paul, and that 
Peter’s epistle had been written before the literary labors of the former 
had commenced, is his own affirmation, that the doctrinal system of Peter’s 
epistle “is preparatory to that of Paul.” This assertion, in itself erroneous 
and opposed to the real state of the case (cf. more particularly Jul. Kostlin, 
Einheit und Mannigfaltigkeit in d. neutest. Lehre, in the Jahrb. fiir deutsche 
Theologie, 1858), can be brought as evidence of the early composition of 
the epistle the less that it in no way admits of proof that Paul became 
acquainted with the opinions of Peter by means only of this epistle, and 
that Peter afterwards renounced his own system for that of Paul. From 
the presence of Silvanus and Mark with Peter at the time he composed this 
epistle, nothing with any exactitude can be concluded, since the former is 
mentioned in Acts xviii. 5 as the companion of Paul; the latter, although 
he was in Rome (Col. iv. 10) during Paul’s first imprisonment, and during 
the second (2 Tim. iv. 11) in Asia Minor, may have been with Peter at any 
other time. 
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SEC. 4.— AUTHENTICITY OF THE EPISTLE. 


The epistle is one of the writings of the N. T., the authenticity of which 
is most clearly established from antiquity. Although in the works of the 
Apostolic Fathers, Clemens Romanus, Barnabas, and Ignatius, there are no 
formal citations from the epistle, but only echoes of it, the direct reference 
of which cannot with certainty be established, still, on the other hand, it is 
undeniable, not only that it is mentioned in the so-called Second Epistle of 
Peter, but that Polycarp also quotes verbatim several passages from it, thus 
justifying the remark of Eusebius (H. E., iv. 14), that Polycarp had already 
made use of it; we have it likewise on the testimony of Eusebius, that 
Papias did the same in his work, Aoyiwy xupiaxav éénygoec. Irenaeus, Tertul- 
lian, Clemens Alex., Origen, Cyprian, quote passages from the epistle with 
direct reference to it by name, and that without the smallest hint that 
there had ever a doubt been entertained as to its genuineness. It is found 
also in the older Peschito, which contains only the three catholic epistles. 
Eusebius justly, then, numbers it with the Homologumena. In the so-called 
Muratorian Canon our epistle is doubtless not definitely quoted, but the 
passage to which reference is made is not of such a nature that it can be 


used to impugn the authenticity of the epistle.1 


1 The passage runs thus: ‘‘ Epistola sane 
Judae et superscripti Johannis duas-in ca- 
tholica habentur. Et sapientia ab amicis Salo 
monis in honorem ipsius scripta. Apocalypsis 
etiam Johannis et Petri tantum recipimus, 
quam quidem ex nostris legi in ecclesia 
nolunt.”” — Hug, who looks upon the whole 
document as a translation from the Greek, 
puts a full stop after Johannis, and connects 
the words Apocalypsis etiam Johannis with 
what precedes; he regards tantum as a 
misunderstood translation of wovny, and guam 
quidem (or quidam) = fs mwape& tes. Gue- 
ricke agrees with Hug, only with this differ- 
ence, that, instead of fjs mape€ tives, he con- 
siders jv tives to be the original text. — 
Wieseler likewise unites the first words with 
the preceding passage, and then reads quem 
quidam, so that the sense is: “ Of Peter also 
we accept as much (as of John, who was 
previously mentioned, i.e., two epistles and 
an Apocalypse), which some amongst us 


The words of Leontius of 


would not allow to be read in the Church.” 
— Dictlein’s conjecture and explanation is still 
simpler (Die Kath. Briefe, Th. I. p. 47). Ac- 
cording to it, instead of Apocalypsis, there 
should be Apocalypses, and the passage 
would be translated: ‘* Furthermore, of 
Apocalypses we accept only those of John 
and Peter, which (latter) some amongst us 
would not aliow to be read in the church.” 
— Thiersch’s change of faxium into unam 
epistolam, and of the words quam quidem 
into alteram quidam, is rather too bold. 
According to Hofmann, the epistle is not 
alluded to in the Fragment; he, like Hug, 
accepts an original Greek document, and 
takes the first half of the passage to say of 
the Epistle of Jude, and of the two, as stated 
in the superscription, by John (consequently 
the first is not included, for it has no super- 
scription), that they are valued in the Church 
as utterances of wisdom written by friends 
of Solomon (i.e., Christ) to his honor; in 
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Byzantium do not prove that Theodoret of Mopsuestia disbelieved in its 
genuineness (Contr. Nestor. et Eutych., iii. 14), on which Theodorus: “ob 
quam causam, ut arbitror, ipsam epistolam Jacobi et alias deinceps aliorum 
catholicas abrogat et antiquat.” The fact, however, that the Paulicians, 
according to the testimony of Petrus Siculus (Hist. Manich., p. 17), rejected 
it, plainly does not affect the question. 

In more recent times, Cludius (Uransichten des Christenthums) was the 
first to deny the epistle’s genuineness —on grounds, however, entirely insuf- 
ficient, the weightiest of them being, that in thought and expression it bears 
a too great similarity to the Pauline epistles ever to have been composed by 
Peter. This is what brought Eichhorn to the hypothesis that the epistle 
was written by some one who had for a long time been connected with Paul, 
But as this 
cannot be applicable to Peter, and yet as all worth must not be denied to 
ecclesiastical tradition, Eichhorn goes farther, and concludes that Peter 
supplied the material, but that Mark worked it up into the epistle before 
us. Bertholdt, while justly rejecting this! hypothesis, has defended the 


and had consequently adopted his current ideas and phrases. 


opinion hinted at already by Hieronymus, and more definitely expressed by 
Baronius, that the epistle was not originally written in Greek (but in Ara- 
maic; according to Baronius, in Hebrew), and translated by an interpreter 
(Baronius holds by Mark, Bertholdt by Silvanus) into Greek. But this 
hypothesis is not less arbitrary than that of Eichhorn; for, on the one hand, 
it is an assertion incapable of proof that Peter could not have been familiar 
with the Greek Janguage; and, on the other, as much the entire diction of the 
epistle as the harmony with the corresponding passages in the epistles of Paul 
and James, and the whole matter of quotation from the O. T., are evidence 
against any other than a Greek original. De Wette speaks with some vacil- 
lation as to the genuineness.? He recognizes, indeed, the weight of the 
external testimony, and thinks it would be hazardous in the face of it to 


the second part of the passage he understands 
the writer to say; We so far accept the 
revelations both of John and Peter, as, indeed, 
some of us will not allow them to be read 
in the Church. 

1 Ewald’s assertion is no less arbitrary, 
that Peter, not being able to speak and write 
Greek fluently, employed Silvanus to write 
the epistle. 

? Reuss, too (Gesch. d. heil. Schriften 
NV. 7.), while, no doubt, recognizing that 


the tradition of the Church, from the earliest 
times, unanimously pronounces Peter to be 
the author, still thinks that there is much 
in the epistle (more especially its dependence 
on the Pauline epistles already mentioned, 
without any understanding of the system of 
Paul) which appears strange as coming from 
Peter. He himself, however, attempts to 
refute his own objections, though without 
being able to make up his mind to acknowl- 
edge decidedly the authenticity of the epistle. 
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condemn the epistle as spurious; yet still he is of opinion that its character 
is evidence rather against than for its genuineness, — especially on account 
of its want of distinctive features, and the reminiscences of the epistles 
already repeatedly mentioned. In reply, it must be urged that the epistle 
is in no wise wanting in individual impress, and that the writings referred 
to, if Peter had read and become familiar with them, might have left such 
an impression on him that echoes of them should be discernible without this 
in any way interfering with a free and independent development of thought, 
or standing in contradiction to the personal and apostolic character of the 
composition. That the Tiibingen school should hold this epistle to be spu- 
rious, was of course to be expected from its views respecting the apostolic 
and post-apostolic age.1 The reasons which Schwegler urges against the 
genuineness are the following: (1) The want of any definite external 
oceasion, and the general character of its contents and aim. — But such a 
want is not apparent, and the general character is to be explained, partly by 
the fact that the apostle was personally unacquainted with the members 
of the church, and partly by the designation of the epistle as a circular 
letter. (2) The want of any literary or theological character bearing the 
impress of individuality. —It has, however, been shown in § 2, that in the 
epistle there is no want of individuality; but that this must necessarily 
be as sharply defined as in Paul and John, is an unwarrantable demand. 
(3) The want of any inner connection of thought. — But the tendency of 
the epistle is opposed to any such “ firm, definite progression of thought” 
as Schwegler demands, and as is to be found in the Pauline epistles. (4) It 
was impossible that Peter; while laboring in the far East at a time and ina 
region destitute of any means of literary communication, could have had in 
his hand the later epistles of Paul—supposing these to be genuine —so 
short a time after their composition. — But in Peter’s epistle there are 
no echoes of the latest of Paul’s epistles. It cannot be denied that between 
the composition of this epistle and that to the Ephesians, a period of time 
elapsed sufficiently long to allow of the possibility of Peter’s having become 
acquainted with the latter; nor will it be disputed that even before his resi- 
dence in Babylon Peter might have known it. (5) The impossibility — on 
the assumption of its having been composed in Babylon — of harmonizing 
the Neronic persecution, presupposed in the epistle, with the martyrdom of 
Peter in Rome during that persecution. — But the supposition that the per- 


1 Pfleiderer’s opinion, that the Apostle insipid Paulinism peculiar to later times (see 
Peter was in favor of a Judaic Christianity, on this §2, p.16 f.), must necessarily lead 
whilst the epistle expresses a feeble and him to deny the authenticity also. 
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secution here referred to was the Neronic finds no support in the epistle; 
nor is it by any means a necessary assumption for “the friends of the con- 
servative school of historians, and a positive criticism,” that the persecution 
referred to be the Neronic. — For his theory that the epistle was written in 
post-apostolic times, and withal under Trajan, Schwegler chiefly depends 
(here Pfleiderer agrees with him) on this, that the persecution presupposed 
in the epistle is not the Neronic, but the Trajanic; and for the truth of his 
assertion he brings the following proofs: (1) The calm, unimpassioned 
tone of the epistle, as contrasted with the impression which the Neronic 
(2) Under Nero the Christians were 


persecuted, inasmuch as they were accused of participation in fire-raising, 


persecution made upon the Christians. 


that is to say, on account of a definite crime; but at the time of this letter 
they suffered persecution as Christians (a¢ yptar.avel), on whom suspicion 
was sought to be thrown on account of their general behavior (d¢ xaxorovwi). 
(3) It is incapable of proof, and incredible, that the Neronic persecution 
extended beyond Rome. (4) The epistle takes for granted investigations, 
with regular trial and under Jegal forms; whilst the Neronic persecution 
was a tumultuary act of popular law. (5) The position of Christianity in 
Asia Minor, presupposed in the epistle, corresponds with the description 
of it given in Pliny’s letter to Trajan. — Of all these, however, this one 
point alone must be conceded, that the persecution referred to cannot be 
regarded as due directly to the burning of Rome —all the other assertions 
being based simply on arbitrary assumptions or on false interpretations.} 
It is also entirely out of place for Schwegler to understand the formula of 
salutation (v. 12) symbolically, so as to find in it the expression of the later 
church tradition “as to the presence of Peter in Rome, along with his 
épueveotne Mark,” and to assert that v. 2 points to an ecclesiastico-political 


constitution (!) which had overspread the whole of Christendom, and to the 


1 In opposition to Schwegler, it must be 
remarked : 


the people, have had to endure persecution 


(1) The passionless tone would in the provinces as well. 


(4) No mention 
remain equally admirable in the Trajanic 


persecution as under that of Nero; any other 


is made in our epistle of any judicial perse- 
cution of the Christians according to legal 


style would have been hardly becoming an form. 


(5) The description given in Pliny’s 
apostle. (2) From the first, and not under 


Trajan alone, the Christians had to suffer 


letter does not prove that the persecution 
mentioned here was that under Trajan; in 


from the very fact of their being Christians. 
(8) Although the persecution of Nero, i.e., 
the one which he himself instituted, did 
not extend beyond Rome, still, in his day, 
the Christians might, through the hatred of 


the latter, the Christians were punished for- 
mally with death; whilst there is nothing 


in our epistle to show that such took place in 
the former. 
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sway of hierarchical tendencies (!) which had already forced their way into 
it. Schwegler sees the real design of the epistle expressed in the passage 
v. 12, according to which “it is simply the attempt on the part of one of 
Paul’s followers to reconcile the two opposing schools of Peter and Paul, 
by putting into the mouth of Peter, as testimony to the orthodoxy of his 
fellow-apostle Paul, a somewhat Petrine-colored presentation of the Pauline 
system.” Schwegler seeks to establish this hypothesis, which even Pfleiderer 
calls in question, thus: that, on the one hand, in the epistle are to be found 
“almost all the chief conceptions and fundamental ideas” of Paul; on the 
other, the latter’s doctrine of justification is wanting, and thoughts, views, 
and expressions occur which are peculiar to Petrinism. It is not to be 
denied that Schwegler, in carrying out his idea, has sought out every point 
which could in any way be used in its favor; his' labor, however, has been 
in vain— the untenableness of the hypothesis being too apparent. Foz if 
the maintenance of the churches in the gospel preached to them be a matter 
obviously near to the apostle’s heart, yet in its whole composition there is no 
justification for the assertion that the epistle has for its aim a conciliatory 
design which is nowhere apparent in it. How strange that the matter of 
chief moment should be, not the exhortations of which the epistle is com- 
posed, but something entirely different — nowhere expressed in it, not even 
in ver. 5! How can a Paulinism be conceived of from which the very pith 
is wanting, the doctrine of justification by faith, with its characteristic 
terminology: dscacooivn and dsxawicpa? Precisely the absence of this doc- 
trine, and the other points which Schwegler brings forward as evidence of a 
Petrine coloring, show that the epistle cannot have been composed by one 
who belonged to the school of Paul, but must be the production of Peter, or 
of one of his disciples. Lastly, opposed to Schwegler’s hypothesis as to the 
post-apostolic origin of the epistle, is the circumstance that it is hardly con- 
ceivable how a forger should have attempted to palm off on definitely formed 
churches, some fifty years after his death, a letter professing to have been 
written by Peter, in which they are comforted in their present afiliction ; 
and that he should have been so successful, that the fraud was detected by 
no one in the churches (comp. against Schwegler, in particular Briickner, 
Introd., § 5a).— Although the characteristic traits which Krummacher 


1 Namely, the great stress laid on Kara ficial services; the conception of Christians 
as the true Messianic people; the introduction 
into the new covenant of the idea of the 
O. T. priesthood; the expression Sagopa in 


épya, on ayaby' dvactpopy, on aydnyn(!), on 
ayaQomotetvy, ON éAmis, as a dogmatic funda- 
mental idea synonymous with iors; the 
symbolizing of the Jewish temple and sacri- the superscription. 
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(Evangel. Kirchenzeitung, 1829, No. 49), and after him Guericke, brings as 
proof of the genuineness, namely, “the manner of exhortation, so human and 
evangelical, so strong and gentle; the urgent directions to steadfastness of 
faith in lowliness and patience, with reference to the example and the glory 
of Christ; the urgent appeal to more watchfulness and sobriety, the higher 
their calling as believers; the repeated summonses to humility; the way in 
which the general aim is kept in view; the clearness, precision, and em- 
phatic character of the style,”— these characteristic features, although in 
themselves they do not prove Peter to have been the author of the epistle, 
still show that it breathes an apostolic spirit such as is not peculiar to post- 
apostolic writings, and that in its inward structure there is nothing to justify 


a doubt as to its genuineness. 
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fs 
Tlérpou éricroAy a. 


Instead of this superscription, which A, C, 8 have, B reads Térpov a’; in 
some min., it is Ilétpov KaboAucy mpory éencoroan, and, in G, émoroAy KaboAuKy a Tod 
dylov kai mavevo7yuov aroaToAov Ilétpov. 


CHAPTER I. 


Ver. 6. « déov éori]. Tisch. omits éori; it is wanting also in B, &, Clem., etc.; 
Lachm. has retained it; the most of the codd. (A, C, K, L, P, etc.) read it, 
indeed; but it is more easy to explain how it was afterwards added than how it 
was left out later. —Avmnbévtec]. The reading Avrndévrac, in L, 8, and several 
min., is probably only an error in copying. — Ver. 7. moAvriudrepov, adopted by 
Griesb. already, instead of moAd tyuworepov in K, ete. Instead of riuyv Kai dégav 
(Rec., according to K, L, P, ete.), Lachm. and Tisch: read ddgav kat tyuqv, which 
is supported by A, B, C, 8, many min., several vss., ete. — Ver. 8. eiddrec]. 
Rec., after A, K, L, P, etc., Copt., Clem., Theoph., ete.; Lachm. and Tisch., 
following B, C, x, 27, etc., Syr., Aeth., etc., read ddovrec; as both readings give 
a fitting sense, and as both are attested by high authorities, it cannot with 
certainty be decided which is the original. Brickner and Hofmann are in favor 
of idévrec, Schott of eidérec, Wiesinger uncertain. — Ver. 9. After miorewc, Tisch. 
7, following B, several min., Clem., Aeth., etc., omits budv, attested though it 
be by most of the authorities (A, C, kK, L, P, 8, al., etc.); Tisch. 8 has retained. 
Although it may be superfluous for the meaning, yet its omission is not justified. 
—Vv. 10, 11. Instead of ééypebvycav and épevvartec, Tisch., following A, B, has 
adopted ééypabvycarv, and, after B*, épavvavres. — Ver. 11. B omits Xpcorod, which 
must be regarded as a correction. —- Ver. 12. Instead of the Received juiv vé 
(K, al., Copt., ete.), Griesb., Scholz, Lachm., Tisch., have rightly adopted the 
reading iyiv 6é, attested by A, B, C, L, P, &, al., Vulg., ete.? év rvebuare dyiv), 
Rec., after C, K, L, P, &, etc., Copt., Theoph., etc. (Tisch. 8); Lachm. and 
Tisch. 7 omit év, after A, B, al., Slav., Vulg., Cypr., Didym., etc. Possibly év 
was interpolated on account of the usage prevalent elsewhere in the N. T. — 
Ver. 16. Tisch. 7 reads, after yéypamrat: drt dytot éoeobe, Ort; on the other hand, 
Tisch. 8 omits 671 before Gytot, and has, after éoeofe: dot. With the preponder- 
ance of authorities, dyzor écecbe, b7t is to be read; almost B alone is in favor of 
6rt before &ytor; and, for dirt, only 8. — yéveode]. Rec., after K, P, etc. Lachm. 
and Tisch. rightly read éceo0e after A, B, C, &, al., Vulg., Clem., Syr.; yéveode 


1 Buttmann has retained the Rec. nutv dé ois rather than & . . . duty would be expected 
after B as he asserts. De Wette holds the after tuty; Brtickner justly gives preference. 
Rec. to be the original reading, it being natural to the opposing testimony. 
that the apostle should include himself, and 
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is a correction after the preceding yevf0nte. In the LXX., éceoe stands. —In A, 
B*, x, Clem., Cyr., ew is wanting after dyvoc; Lachm. and Tisch. have justly 
omitted it. — Ver. 20. Lachm, and Tisch. rightly read, instead of én’ éoxatuv 
(Rec., after K, L, P, etc.), ém’ éoxarov (A, B, C, 8, al., Copt., Syr., utr., etc.) 
—Instead of tudc, A and several min, have juic, which, however, must be 
considered as a correction. — Ver, 21. morevovrac]. Rec., according to C, K, 
L, P, &, etc., several vss., Theoph., Oec.; still the reading moroi¢ might be 
preferred as the more difficult, with Lachm. and Tisch., after A, B, especially 
as motoc ei¢ does not occur elsewhere in the N. T.; Wiesinger and Schott also 
consider morovc the original reading, whilst Hofmann gives the preference to 
the Rec. — Ver. 22. The Ree. has the words 6:a mvebparoc after dAnbeiac, following 
K, L, P, Theoph., etc., which Griesb. already considers suspicious; Lachm. and 
Tisch. have justly omitted them, following A, B, C, 8, many min., etc. — Lachm. 
and Tisch. read é« xapdiac (A, B, Vulg.); the Ree. is é« xafapda¢ kapdiac (C, K, L, 
P, &, al., nearly all the vss., etc.); xa#apd¢ is certainly very suspicious, since its 
addition is more easily explained than its omission; cf. 1 Tim. i.5; 2 Tim. ii. 22; 
on the other hand, however, see Rom. vi. 17. Hofmann assumes that kafapac¢ 
is omitted only by mistake. — Ver. 238. The words éi¢ rv aidva, following in the 
Rec. after uwévovtoc, which, in A, B, C, 8, and other authorities, are wanting, 
were justly omitted already by Griesb. — Ver. 24. Lachm. omits @¢ before yoproe, 
after A, several min., Syr., etc. Most of the witnesses are in favor of oc, the 
omission of which is to be regarded as a correction after the text of the LXX. 
— doéa atric, after A, B, C, K, L, P, ete., instead of the Rec., to be found almost 
only in min., Rec.: d0fa avéporov. In 8, pr. m., is to be found the reading, 7 d6&a 
avtov, After Td dvdoc, the Rec. has aitov, retained by Tisch. 7, after C, K,, L, P, 
etc., Vulg., Copt. Lachm. and Tisch. 8 have omitted it after A, B, 8, etc.; it 
is certainly suspicious, since it may have been interpolated as an explanation; 
on the other hand, its omission may be a correction after Isa. xl. 7, LX X. 


Vv. 1,2. The superscription, while corresponding in fundamental plan 
with those of the Pauline epistles, has nevertheless a peculiar character of 
its own. —TIlerpoc]. As Paul in his epistles calls himself not by his original 
name Lavdoc, so Peter designates himself not by his original name iver, but 
by that given him by Christ, which “may be regarded as his apostolic, his 
official, name” (Schott); otherwise in 2 Pet.: Suuedv Mérpoc. — An addition 
such as dd deAjuatoc Ocod, or the like, of which Paul oftentimes, though not 
always, makes use in the superscriptions of his epistles, was unnecessary 
for Peter. — Peter designates his readers by the words: ékxAexroie mapemdihuorc 
Otacropde Iévrov, x.7.A.; he calls the Christians to whom he writes — for that 
his epistle is addressed to Christians cannot be doubted — “ elect strangers ;” 
and withal, those who belong to the d:acropé throughout Pontus, etc. éAexroi 
the Christians are named, inasmuch as God had chosen them to be His own, 
in order that they might be made partakers of the «Anpovouia (ver. 4) reserved 
for them in heaven; cf. chap. ii. 9: dpeice yévoe éxdextov, — taperidnuoc is he 
who dwells in a land of which he is not a native (where his home is not); 
in the LXX. it is given as the rendering of WIA, Gen. xxiii. 4; Ps xxxix. 
12 (in other passages 1¥ 1A is translated by mapotxoc; cf. Exod. xii. 45; Lev. 
xxii. 10, xxv. 23, 47, etc.); in the Apocrypha rapenidnuoc does not occur; in 
the N. T., besides in this passage, it is to be found in chap. ii. 11; Heb. xi 


CHAP) 1) 1, 2 201 . 
13. —If account be taken of wv. 4,17 (6 ri¢ mapoxiac ducv xp6voc), and par- 
ticularly of chap. ii. 11, it cannot be doubted that Peter styled his readers 
mapentionuot, because ee their present life upon earth they, as Christians, 
were not in their true home, which is the «Anpovouia . . . rerypnuévn bv ovpavoic. 
The expression is understood in this sense by the more modern writers, in 
particular by Steiger, Briickner, Wiesinger, Weiss, Luthardt (Reuter’s Re- 
pertor., 1855, Nov.), Schott, Hofmann, etc.1 It is incorrect to refer the 
word here to an earthly home, that is, Palestine, as is done by De Wette, 
and in like manner by Weizsiicker (in Reuter’s Repert., 1858, No. 8).2 


REMARK. —In the O. T., IWF occurs in its strict signification in Gen. 
xxiii, 4; Exod. xii. 45; Lev. xxii. 10, xxv. 47 (LX X., mé@pouxoc). In Ley. xxv. 23, 
the Israelites are called D’3WN) 0°73 in a peculiar connection; God says that 
such they are with Him CTY, ef. Gen. xxiii. 4), in that the land wherein they 
should dwell belongs to Him. The same idea is to be found in Ps. xxxix. 12, 
where the Psalmist bases his request for hearing on this, that he is 1) and 
AVIA with God (}2}), as were his fathers; for although in vv. 5-7 the short- 
ness of human life is made specially prominent, yet there is nothing to 
show, that, in ver. 12, there is any reference to this. On the other hand, in 
1 Chron. xxix. (xxx.) 15, David, in prayer to God, speaks of himself and his 
people as 0°71 and D'2WiN, because they have no hiane rest on earth (13°17 5x2 
Mp2 ae) yrsr-by); here it is not the preposition Wy, but “399, which is 
used. In the passage Ps. cxix. 19, the relation in which the Psalmist speaks 
of himself as a stranger is not expressed 7183, ver. 54; he calls his earthly life 
‘41, as Jacob in Gen. xlvii. 9, which points evidently enough to the circum- 
stance that the Israelites were not without the consciousness that their real home 
lay beyond this earthly life; cf. on this, Heb. xi. 13, 14, and Delitzsch in loc. 


Whilst the expression éxAextoi¢ napentdjporc — Wherein not éxAexroic (Hof- 
mann) but raperwWyuoe is the substantival idea —is applicable to all Chris- 
tians, the following words: d:acnopic¢ Mdvrov, «.7.4., specify those Christians é0 
whom the epistle is addressed (ef. the superscriptions of the Pauline epistles). 
— dsacropd, strictly an abstract idea, denotes, according te Jewish usage: 
“Tsrael living scattered among the heathen,” —that is, it is a complex of 
concrete ideas, 2 Macc. i. 27; John vii. 35; cf. Meyer in loc. ; Winer, Bibl. 


as he is aware of the inheritance reserved for 
him in heayen; this knowledge the unbeliever 
cannot have, and accordingly he cannot jfeel 
himself a stranger on earth.’’ It is not the 
knowing and feeling, but the really being, 
which is of consequence, 

2 It is still more erroneous to suppose, as 
Reuss does (@Gesch. der h. Schriften N. T., 
§ 147, note), that the readers are here termed 
mapemcd., * because they are looked upon as 
D° proselytes, i.e., Israelites according to 


1 It is inexact to interpret rapemidymor sim- 
ply by “ pilgrims of earth ;”’ Steinmeyer, on 
the other hand (Disquisitio in Ep. Petr. I. 
prooemium), rightly observes: ‘*Quum man- 
sio in terra sempiterna permittatur nemini, in 
universos omnes vox quadaret, nec in eos solos, 
gui per evangelium vocati sunt;” but when 
Steinmeyer adds: ‘‘ Quare censemur, mapemié. 
. .. significare . . . 1n mundo viventes, cujus 
esse desierint, cui ipsi sint perosi,’”’ he thus 
gives an improper application to the word, the 


more so that the conception kécmos, in an 
ethical sense, is foreign to the Epistle of Peter. 
Weiss weakens the idea by saying: * The 
Christian isin so far a stranger on the earth 


faith, not according to the form of worship.” 
This view, however, is opposed to the usus 
loquendi, since wapemidymor nowhere denotes 
proselytes. 


* 
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Realwérterb., see under “ Zerstreuung.”1 The question is now: Is the word 
to be taken as applying only to the Jewish nation? From of old the ques- 
tion has, by many interpreters, been answered in the affirmative (Didymus, 
Oecumenius, Eusebius, Calvin, Beza, De Wette, Weiss, etc.), and therefrom 
the conclusion has been drawn that the readers of the epistle were Jewish 
Christians.2. But the character of the epistle is opposed to this view (cf. 
Introd.,§ 3). Since the Apostle Peter regarded Christians as the true Israel, 
of which the Israel of the O. T. was only the type (ii. 9), there is nothing to 
prevent the expression being applied, as many interpreters hold,? to the Chris- 
tians, and withal to those who dwelt outside of Canaan. No doubt this land 
had not for the N. T. Church the same significance which it possessed for 
that of the O. T., still it was the scene of Christ’s labors, and in Jerusalem 
was the mother church of all Christendom.* Some interpreters, like Aretius, 
Schott, Hofmann, leave entirely out of view the local reference of the word, 
and take it as applying to the whole of Christendom ecclesia dispersa in toto 
orbe, in so far as the latter represents “a concrete corporeal centre around 
which the members of the church were locally united,” and “has its point 
of union in that Christ who is seated at the right hand of God” (Schott).® 
Against this, however, it must be urged that Peter, if he had wished the 
word diaonopa to have been understood in a sense so entirely different from 
the established usage, would in some way or other have indicated this. — It 
is entirely erroneous to suppose ® that in the expression used by Peter the 
readers are designated as heathen Christians, or even” as aforelime proselytes. 
The one correct interpretation is, that in the superscription those readers 
only are described as “ Christians, who constituted the people of God living, 
scattered throughout the regions mentioned, who, in consequence of their 
election, had become strangers in the world, but who had their inheritance 
and home in heaven, whither they were journeying” (Wiesinger). The 
reason why Peter employed this term with reference to his readers lies in 
the design of the epistle; be speaks of them as éxAexroi, in order that in their 
present condition of suffering he might assure them of their state of grace 


1 The LXX. translate V1) (as a collective 
noun), Deut, xxx. 4, Neh. i 9, by dcacmopa, 
and as inexactly and even incorrectly pal 
der. xxxiv.17; VND, Jer. xv. 7; Se waa, 
Isa. xlix. 6. at ; 
Taken in this way, the genit. Saomopas 
must be interpreted as genit. partit., thus: the 
members of the Svaemopa who have become 


kata mvedma, that he looks upon the converted 
heathen as the branches ingrafted into Israel, 
that he was ever anxious to keep up the con- 
nection between the heathen Christian churches 
and the mother church in Jerusalem, and that 
he distinctly terms the Church triumphant 
H avw ‘lepovoaArme 

5 Schott, however, grants that ‘* Peter con- 


tw 


Christians (é«Aextot maperidymor). Weisziicker 
is altogether mistaken (Reuter’s Repert., 1858, 
No. 3) in his opinion that the reference is to 
“the Christians who, in as far as they dwell 
among the dispersed Jewish communities, are 
members of the Diaspora.” 

8 Briickner, Wiesinger, Wieseler too; Rett- 
berg in Hrsch-Gruber, see under “ Petrus,” 
and others. 

4 It is worthy of note that Paul also con- 
siders the Christian Church to be the Israel 


a 


siders Jerusalem and the mother church in 
Jerusalem typically as the ideal centre for all 
believers under the New Covenant.” 

6 With Augustine (Contra Faustum, xxii. 
89), Procopius (Jn Jes., xv. 20), Cassiodorus 
(De instit. div. litt., ii. p. 516), Luther, Gual- 
ther, and others, and, among more recent 
authors, Steiger. 

7 With Credner (Zinl., p. 638), Neudecker 
(Zinl., p. 677). 
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as maperidquot, that they might know that they belonged to the home of 
believers in heaven. But it is at least open to doubt whether in dsaomopdc 
there is any reference to the present want of direct union around Christ 
(Schott). — Mévrov, Padariac, «7.4. The provinces of Asia Minor are named 
chiefly in a westerly direction, Galatia westward from Pontus, then the 
enumeration continues with Cappadocia lying south from Galatia, that is to 
say, in the east, and goes from thence westward towards Asia, after which 
Bithynia is mentioned, the eastern boundary of the northern part of Asia 
Minor. So that Bengel is not so far wrong (as opposed to Wiesinger) when 
he says: Quinque provinicas nominat eo ordine, quo occurrebant scribenti ex 
oriente. If in Asia, besides Caria, Lydia, and Mysia, Phrygia also (Ptolem., 
vy. 2) be included, and in Galatia the lands of Pamphylia, Pisidia, and a part 
of Lycaonia,— which, however, is improbable, —the provinces mentioned 
by Peter will embrace almost the whole of Asia Minor. —In the N. T. 
there is no mention of the founding of the Christian churches in Pontus, 
Cappadocia, and Bithynia. — Ver. 2. The three ad- 
juncts, beginning with different prepositions, are not to be taken with 
axoorodoc, as Cyrillus (De recta fide), Oecumen., Kahnis (Lehre v. Abendm., 
p- 65), and others think, but with éxAextoic mapenidjuow, pointing out as they 
do the origin, the means, and the end of the condition in which the readers 
as éxAextol maperidnuoe were. It is further incorrect to limit, as is prevalently 
done, their reference simply to the term é«Aexroic,! and to find in them a more 
particular definition of the method of the divine election. Steinmeyer, in 
violation of the grammatical construction, gives a different reference to each 
of the three adjuncts joining xara mpoyv. with ékAexroic, év dysacue with mapem- 
Onuotc, and éeic irax, With dyaou. But inasmuch as the ideas éxexroic 7 
now stand in closest connection, the two prepositions xara and év must apply 
equally to them. xara states that the éAexro? rupenidquoc are such in virtue of 
the mpéyvwore Gcod; xara denotes “the origin, and gives the pattern according 
to which” (so, too, Wiesinger). pédyrwow is translated generally by the 
commentators as predestination ;? this is no doubt inexact, still it must be 
observed that in the N. T. mpoyrwou stands always in such a connection as 
to show that it expresses an idea akin to that of predestination, but without 
the idea of knowing or of taking cognizance being lost. It is the perceiving 
of God by means of which the object is determined, as that which He per- 
ceives it to be. Cf. Meyer on Rom. viii. 29: “It is God’s being aware in 
His plan, in virtue of which, before the subjects are destined by Him to sal- 


Karta TOdyvooty, K.T.A. 


TAPETLON- 


of the condition in which the readers were, is 
opposed to a connection with éxAexrois. Cf. 
1 Cor. i, 1, where dca OcAjpaTos stands con- 
nected with KAyntos amdatoAos “Inc, Xp., and 


1 Hofmann supports this application as 
against that to mapemdyjpors, ** because the 
state of being a stranger, even though taken 
spiritually, is not a condition to* which the 


prepositional determinations are suited.” Hof- 
mann does not state the ground of this asser- 
tion; as the idea of being a stranger is identical 
with that of being a Christian, these are very 
well adapted to exAextois mapemdyuous. The 
mere circumstance that the question here is 
not one of a nearer definition of election, but 


not with KAnros; see 2 Cor. i. 1. 

2 Lyranus, praedestinatio; Erasmus, prae- 
finitio; Beza, antegressum decretum s. pro- 
positum Dei; Luther, the foreseeing of God; 
Gerhard, mpodeots juxta quam facta est elec- 
tio; de Wette, BovAy or mpoopicpos. 
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vation, He knows who are to be so destined by Him.” It is incorrect, there- 
fore, to understand the word as denoting simply foreknowledge ;? this leads 
to a Pelagianizing interpretation, and is met by Augustine’s phrase : eligen- 
dos facit Deus, non invenit. Estius translates mpéyvwo at once by praedilectio; 
other interpreters, as Bengel, Wiesinger, Schott, would include the idea of 
love, at least, in that of foreknowledge; but although it must be granted 
that the mpéyvwar of God here spoken of cannot be conceived of without His 
love, it must not be overlooked that the idea of love is not made prominent.? 
Hofmann says: “xpéyrwou is — precognition ; here, therefore, a work of God 
the Father, which consists in this, that He makes beforehand those whom 
He has chosen, objects of a knowledge, as the akin and homogeneous are 
known, that is, of an approving knowledge.” — marpéc is added to Ged; the 
apostle has already in his mind the following rvebuaroc and ’Ijc0d Xpuorod, in 
order thereby to emphasize more definitely the threefold basis of election. 
Bengel: Mysterium Trinitatis et oeconomia salulis nostrae innuitur hoc versu. — 
év dycaoum mveduatoc. It seems simplest and most natural to interpret, with 
Luther and most others, “through the sanctifying of the Spirit,” —that is, 
taking dyacudc actively, and év as denoting the instrumentality. The only 
diffiulty in the way is, that dyacuéc, a word foreign to classical Greek, and 
occurring but seldom in the Apocrypha, has constantly the neutral signifi- 
cation, “sanctification; ”8 cf. Meyer on Rom. vi. 19. Now, since the word, 
as far as the form is concerned, admits of both meanings,‘ it is certainly 
permissible to assume that here — deviating from the general usus loquendi 
—it may have an active signification, as perhaps also in 2 Thess. ii. 13. If 


1 The word has not this signification in the to. 


N. T.; it has it, however, in the Book of 
Judith, ix. 6 and xi. 19. — The verb mpoytyvic- 
xe.v has the meaning of simple foreknowledge 
in Acts xxvi. 5 and 2 Pet. iii. 17 (so, too, Book 
of Wisd. vi, 13, viii. 8, xviii. 6); the sense is 
different in Rom. viii. 29, xi. 2, and 1 Pet. 
1.20. 

2 Schott’s assertion, that “ yryvdoKey is 
always a cognizance of this kind, since he who 
is cognizant gives himself up in his inmost 
nature to the object in question, so as again to 
take it up into his being and to appropriate it 
to himself,” — further, that ‘‘ the’ perceiving 
of God creates its own objects, and conse- 
quently is a mpoyvyvéckev,” and that accord- 
ingly neither death nor sin can be the objects 
of God’s foreknowledge, — contradicts itself 
by the clearest statements of Scripture: ef. 
Deut. ix. 24, xxxi. 27, Matt. xxii. 18; Luke 
xvi. 15; John v. 42; 1 Cor. iii. 20, etc. 

® Cf. Rom. vi. 19, where it is contrasted 
with avouica; 1 Cor. i. 30, where it is connected 
with Sicacoovyy, 1 Tim. ii. 15 with ayary, and 
1 Thess. iv. 4 with tun; 1 Thess, iv. 7, where 
it stands in antithesis to a«a@apoic; and Heb. 
xii. 14, where, like ecipyyvyny (ef, 1 Tim. vi. 11: 
Siwxe duxatocvyynv), it depends on dudKxere; in 
1 Thess. iy. 3 also it has the meaning referred 


If it be here taken in an active sense, and 
tpav be the objective genitive, the subject is 
wanting; but if duev be the subjective geni- 
tive, then it is the object which is wanting. 
Liinemann’s interpretation accordingly: ‘that 
you sanctify yourselves,” is unwarranted. 
aytagqmos can only be artificially interpreted by 
*sanctifying” in the passages quoted. A 
striking example of this is Hofmann’s inter- 
pretation of 1 Thess. iv. 4. Only in 2 Thess. 
ji, 13, where the expression, as here, is: év 
aytacue mvevmatos, does the active meaning 
seem to correspond better than the neuter with 
the thought. There is no foundation whatever 
for the opinion of Cremer, cf. s. v., that — 
whilst in the Apocrypha the word never has 
an active signification, but is either ‘sanc- 
tuary”’ (thus also in the LXX. Ezek. xlv. 4 
and Amos ii. 11) or “sanctity”? —it is in the 
N. 'T. for the most part ‘sanctifying.” — 
Schott very justly calls in question the active 
signification of the word; but when, not con- 
tent with the rendering “sanctification,” he 
interprets: the condition of holiness being 
increasingly realized,” he confuses the concep- 
tion by references which are simply imported. 

* Cf. Buttmann, dusfiihrl. griech. Sprachil, 
§ 119, 20. 
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the preposition é» be taken as equal to “through,” there results an appro- 
priate progression of thought from origin (card) to means (é), and further 
to end (ic). If, however, the usage establish a hard and fast rule, the inter- 
pretation must be: “the holiness wrought by the (Holy) Spirit,” so that the 
genitive as gen. auct. has a signification similar to that in the expression 
dtxatoobvn Ooi ;1 in this interpretation év may equally have an instrumental 
. force. No doubt, many interpreters deny that év can here be equal to dé, 
since the election is not accomplished by means of the Holy Spirit. But 
this ground gives way if the three nearer definitions refer not to the election, 
—as a divine activity, —and so not to the ékdexroic alone, but to the state 
into which the readers had been introduced by the choice of God, that is, to 
the ékAexroi¢ mapenwdjuoc. It is incorrect to attribute to év here a final signifi- 
cation; Beza: ad sanctificationem; De Wette: éi¢ 1d elvan év dycacud; the con- 
ception of purpose begins only with the subsequent eic. — The explanation, 
that év dy. mv, points out the sphere (or the limitations) within which the 
readers are é«A, rapex. (formerly supported in this commentary), is wanting 
in the necessary clearness of thought. — ei¢ bnaxoyy Kal pavtioudy aluarog *Inood 
Xp. The third adjunct to éA. mapenid., giving the end towards which this 
condition is directed. The preposition «ic is not to be connected with éyacpde 
(De Wette, Steinmeyer); for although such a construction be grammatically 
possible, the reference to the Trinity goes to show that these words must 
be taken as a third adjunct, co-ordinate with the two preceding clauses. 
Besides, if there were two parts only, the conjunction «ai would hardly be 
wanting. wtzaxo7 is to be construed neither with ’Ijcot Xpcorov, whether taken 
as a subjective genitive (Beza: designatur noslrae sanctificationis subjectum, 
nempe Christus Jesus qui patri fuit obediens ad mortem, where éic¢ is arbitrarily 
rendered by sa), nor, with Hofmann and Schott, as an objective genitive: 
“obedience towards Christ” (for then this genitive would stand in a relation 
other than to aivaroc),? nor with aivatuc. tmaxom must be taken here abso- 
lutely, as in ver. 14; cf. Rom. vi. 16. With regard to the meaning of 
jraxof, many interpreters understand by it faith in Christ; so Luther, Ger- 
hard, Vorstius, Heidegger, Bengel, Wiesinger, Hofmann, etc.: others, on 
the contrary, take it to signify “moral obedience;” so Pott, De Wette, 
Schott, ete. Many of the former, however, insist that by it a faith is meant 
“which of itself includes a conduct corresponding to it’? (Hofmann), whilst 
by the latter it is emphasized that that moral obedience is meant which 


ros, might at the same time be objective geni- 
tive to tmaxoy. In opposition to this, we 


1 The idea of holiness is here by no means 
inappropriate, since the readers would not be 


éxAekTo. mapemoynuwoe if they had not become 
ayvot through the Holy Spirit. It is this ayvov 
elvar which is here expressed by ayracpdse 
Also .in 2 Thess. ii. 18, there is no urgent 
reason for departing from this signification of 
the word. Hofmann erroneously appeals to 
2 Mace. xiv. 36; cf. Cremer, s. v. 

2 Hofmann thinks that since pavtiopos alwa- 
zos forms one conception, and imakoy can be 
accompanied by an objective genitive, Ijcod 
Xpiarod, being the subjective genitive to aipa- 


observe (1) that it is self-contradictory to say 
that pavt. aiparos forms one conception, and 
that “Incod Xp. is dependent on aisaros ; and 
(2) that it is grammatically inadmissible to 
take the sdme genitive as being at once sub- 
jective and objective genitive. — This much 
only is correct, that the nearer definition, 
which must be supplied to vmakoy, has, in 
sense, to be borrowed from the subsequent 
genitive “Incov Xp. 
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springs from faith, so that both interpretations are substantially in accord. 
It may then be said that tmaxo7 is the life of man conformed in faith and 
walk to the will of the Lord, which the é«exro? maperidnuor aS such must 
realize; so that there is no reason why the idea should be limited towards 
the one side or the other; ef. 1 John iii. 23. The second particular: kat 
paytiouov aiyatoc Inovb Xptorod, is closely linked on to iraxo7. Some commen- 
tators have held that the O. T. type on which this expression is based was 
the paschal lamb. Others think that the ceremonial of the great day of 
atonement is meant.2. Wrongly, however; for although in both cases blood 
was employed, neither the blood of the paschal lamb nor that of the offering 
of atonement was used to sprinkle the people. With the former the posts 
were tinged; with the latter the sacred vessels were sprinkled. Steinmeyer 
is wrong in tracing the expression to the sprinkling with water (Lev. xix.), 
of him who had been defiled through contact with a corpse, from the fact 
that the LXX. have favtioucc only in this passage. For, apart from the arti- 
ficialness of the explanation which Steinmeyer * thus feels himself compelled 
to adopt, the reference to the water of sprinkling is inapt, since mention is 
made here of a sprinkling of blood, and not of water. A sprinkling of the 
people with blood took place only on the occasion of the sacrifice of the cove- 
nant. The O. T. type on which the expression is founded is no other than 
the making of the covenant related in Exod. xxiv. 8, to which even Gerhard 
had made reference, and as, in more recent times, has been acknowledged 
by Briickner, Wiesinger, Weiss, Schott. This is clear from Heb. ix. 19 
(AaBov 7d aiva tay pooxov . . . TavTa Tov Aadv éfpartice) and xii. 24, where aiva 
pavtiopod, i.e., “the blood by means of the sprinkling of which the ratifica- 
tion of the covenant took place,” is connected with the immediately preced- 
ing Kal dvabjaKne véac wecitnc. Accordingly, by pavticpudc aiuatoc Ino. Xp. is to be 
understood the ratification of the covenant relation grounded on the death 
of ‘Christ, with those thereto ordained; the reference here, however, being 
not to the commencement, but to the continuance of that relation. For by 


1 Thus Beda: “aspersi sanguine Christi 
potestatem Satanae vitant, sicut Israel per 
agni sanguinem Aegypti dominatum declina- 
vit;”? Aretius, etc. 

2 Thus Pott, 
etc. 

8 Since Steinmeyer, from the fact that the 
LXX. translate the Hebrew V4) 1 (which is 
not, in his view, equal to “ water of purifica- 
tion,” but to “water of impurity’) by vdwp 
pavtigpov, concludes that payvrieuds does not 
simply mean aspersio, but ea aspersio, cujus 
ratio, causa, effectus verbis 7]) Ye) descripta 
sunt, —that is, since that water was tanquam 
mortis instar, quum in ipsius mortis commu- 
nionem ita redigeret immundos, ut reduceren- 
tur inde in munditiem vitae, ejusmodi aspersio 
quae in naturam sparsae aquae trahit, atque 
virtute ipsius sparsos penitus imbuit, he ex- 
plains pavriox. ai, I, Xp, as a sprinkling with 


Augusti, Steiger, Usteri, 


the blood of Christ, qua in mortis salvatoris 
nostri communionem trahamur,. 


4 When Wiesinger remarks: ‘* But in Heb. 
Xi. 22, éppaytiomevoe Tas Kapdias amo ouverd. 
movypas is based on the typical sacrifice of the 
great day of atonement, although éeppavrropeévoe 
is transferred here to persons, and amo points 
to a cleansing and freeing from the conscious- 
ness of guilt,’? we cannot in this agree with 
him; nor do either Liinemann or Delitzsch 
see here any reference to the great sacrifice of 
atonement. The former explains the expres- 
sion ‘‘on the analogy of the sprinkling with 
blood by which the first Levitical priests were 
consecrated ; *” while the latter quotes by way 
of explanation the passage Heb. xii. 24, where 
he terms the aiva pavttcpnovd the antitype of the 
blood with which Moses sprinkled the people 
at the institution and consecration of the cove- 
nant, 
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this expression the apostle does not intend to remind his readers of the end 
God had in view in their election, but to set before them what the purpose 
of their election is, which, like the taxo7, should therefore be realized in 
them as the elect strangers. They are then éaAexro? xaperidnuot, in order.that 
they may constantly render obedience to Christ, and in Him constantly pos- 
sess the forgiveness of sins.1— The «ai standing between traxoqv and pavtiopov 
is taken by Steinmeyer as. an explicative; he explains: “in obedientiam, atque 
m eam praesertim, ut aspergamini sanguine Christi h. e. ut vos in mortis Jesu 
Christi communionem trahi patiamini.” Incorrectly: “inasmuch as the active 
idea of obedience can never be explained by the passive being sprinkled ” 
(Wiesinger); and the introduction of the idea pati is arbitrary. —It is 
further to be observed that the readers are, by the expression last used: 
pavr. aivaroc "Inoot Xpiorod, here for the first time characterized directly as 
Christians, all the previous designations having been equally applicable to 
the children of Israel; a circumstance which shows clearly enough that Peter 
regards the Christian Church as the true Israel, and that without making 
it in any way dependent on national connection. — As regards the lexicol- 
ogy, it must be remarked that in classical Greek favrioude never occurs, and 
pavrigev only in later writers: the usual word is paivewv, e.g., Euripides, [phig. 
_in Aul., 1589: je aiwate Boudry paiver’ apdnv tie God; in the LXX. both verbal 
forms: favtioudc, only in Num. xix., in a somewhat inexact translation, 
however. — yapec buiv xa? eipnyn nAndvvbein. The distinction between ydpc and 
sipqvn is thus drawn by Gerhard: “pax a gratia distinguitur tanquam FRUCTUS 
et EFFECTUS a sua CAausA.” In harmony with this, yapec is regarded by the 
interpreters for the most part as “the subjective in God” (Meyer on Rom. 
i. 7); but Paul’s use of a6 and the subsequent mAndvvdein show that by ypu 
in forms of greeting, is to be understood the gifts which flow from it (the 
manifestation of grace). eipavy specifies this gift more closely according to 
its nature (see on 1 Tim. i. 2).2  mAnovvéein]. Luther: “ye have peace and 
grace, but not yet to the full;” on the salutation form in the N. T., besides 
here only in 2 Pet. i. 2 and Jude 2; in O. T. in Dan. ili. 31, LXX.: eipgun 
dpiv mAndvvdein.® 
Vv. 3-12. Praise to God for the grace of which the Christians had been 
made the partakers. The prominence which the apostle gives to dvayevvav 
eic éAnida Cooav, as also his designation of them as ékdexro? mapeniSnuot, 18 Occa- 
sioned by the present state of suffering in which his readers were, and above 
which he is desirous of raising them. 


2 When Schott, in order to preserve the 
objectiveness of etpyvn, erroneously under- 
stands it to mean ‘‘ the state of matters which 
to those who are in it occasions inwardly no 
want or unrest, and externally no harm or dis- 


1 Hofmann is accordingly wrong in main- 
taining that ‘“‘ what is here meant has taken 
place once for all for the readers, and is not 
continually to be done.” Nor does this alto- 
gether accord with his own interpretation, 


when he says, ‘‘the readers are chosen to 
become obedient to Christ, and partakers of 
His propitiation for sin.”” The Christian, on 
being received into, communion with Christ, has 
been sprinkled with His blood, but still be 
requires a continual cleansing, and this he re- 
ceives, if he walk in the light; cf. 1 John i. 7. 


turbance,’’ it must be urged in opposition that 
the inwardness of a possession does not in any 
way affect its objectiveness, 

8 Cf. Schoettgen: Lorae Hebr. et Talm., on 
this passage, 
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Ver. 3. sbdoynric 6 Oede Kal rathp Tob Kup. hu. "1. Xptotod. The same formula 
oceurs in 2 Cor. i. 8; Eph. i. 3. — eddAoynroc, not: “worthy of praise,” but: 
“nraised;” in the LXX. the translation of ]23; in the N. T. the word 
evdoynté¢ used only with reference to God. «im and not ésriv is probably to 
be supplied, as is done by most commentators, cf. Meyer on Eph. i. 1; 
Winer, p. 545 (E-T., 586) (Schott; Buttm., p. 120 [E. T., 187]), at least 
from the fact that in the doxologies introduced by means of relatives, éoriv 
is to be found (cf. Rom. i. 25; also 1 Pet. iv. 11), it cannot be concluded 
that the indicative is to be supplied in an ascription of praise quite differ- 
ently constructed, cf. LXX. Jobi.21. The adjunct kat rarip, «.7.4., to 6 Ode 
is explainable as a natural expression of the Christian consciousness. It is 
possible “that the whole formula of doxology has its origin in the liturgical 
usage, so to speak, in the primitive Christian Church” (Weiss, p. 401). — 
6 kata TO TOAD aitod EAeoe dvayevvncac jude. The participial clause states the 
reason why God is to be praised. ob gives prominence to the riches of 
the divine mercy, Eph. ii. 4: mAobouoc dv év éAée. ata is used here in the same 
sense as in ver. 2. dvayevynoac has its nearer definition in the subsequent 
eic tAnida Gacav. De Wette joins these intimately connected ideas in a some- 
what too loose way, when he thus interprets: “who hath awakened us to 
repentance and faith, and thereby at the same time toa hope.” Similarly 
Wiesinger, who takes dvayevyfoac as a self-contained idea, and connects ei¢ 
éAnida with it, in this sense, “that in the idea of regeneration this particular 
determination of it is brought into prominence, that it is a new birth to 
living hope, i.e., as born again we have attained unto a lively hope;” thus 
Schott. This view, however, refutes itself, because it necessitates unjustifi- 
able supplements. More in harmony with the expression is Briickner’s 
interpretation, according to which ei¢ denotes the aim of the new birth 
(“the hope is conceived of as the aim of him by whom the readers have 
been begotten again ;” thus Morus, already: Deus nos in melius mutavit, cur ? 
ut sperare possimus). But if the attainment of owrnpia be conceived as the 
aim and end of the new birth, the hopes directed to it cannot be so, all 
the less that this hope forms an essential element of the new life itself. ‘The 
verb dvayevvév'is here taken not as an absolute, but as a relativé, idea, its 
supplement lying in edc¢ éam. ¢. (so also Steinmeyer, Weiss, Hofmann). The 
tAnic (aoa is then to be thought of as the life into which the mercy of God 
has raised or begotten the believer from the death of hopelessness (Eph. 
li. 12: éy 7d Kapa ixeivw ywple Xptorod . . . éArida uh Exovtec); the connection is 
the same as in Gal. iv. 24, where the simple yevrdy is also construed with 
ec. This view is justified, not only by the close connection of «ic with the 
idea dvayevvdy, but also by the corresponding adj. {aoav. In this there is no 


1 Against this interpretation Schott urges: 
that avayevygy does not mean ‘to awaken,” 
that ‘‘a death of despair’’ is not alluded to, 
that neither éAmis nor éAmis goa denotes ‘a 
life of hope.” These reasons are insignificant, 
for (1) the expression ‘‘awakened” is not 
employed in order to give the full meaning of 
avayevvgv; (2) even on the opposite interpre- 


tation their former condition may be consid- 
ered as a hopeless one, and can undoubtedly 
be regarded as a death; and (3) it cannot be 
denied that hope is life. In opposition to 
Schott’s assertion, that dvayevygv is every- 
where a self-contained idea, it is to be noted 
that the word occurs in the N. T. only here 
and in ver, 23. 
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weakening of the idea dvayevvgv (in opposition to Wiesinger), for éanic need 
not be conceived as representing one single side of the Christian life, but 
under it may be understood the whole Christian life in its relation to the 
future owrnpia. It is incorrect to take énic here in the objective sense, as: 
object of hope; Aretius: res, quae spei subjectae sunt, h. e. vita aeterna; 
Bengel: haereditas coelestis; so also Hottinger, Hensler, etc. It is used 
rather in the subjective sense to denote the inward condition of life. —The 
expression ¢4oa has been variously translated by the commentators; thus 
Beza explains it as: perennis; Aretius: solida; Piscator: vivifica: Gualther: 
spes viva certitudinem salutis significat; Heidegger: toa: quia et fructus vitae 
edit, et spes vitae est et permanet; quia non languida, infirma est, sed mappnoiav 
et meroidnow habet et perpetua simul semperque exhilarans est, neque unquam 
inlermoritur, sed semper renovatur et refocillatur; in the first edition of 
this commentary; “the hope of the Christian is pervaded by life, carry- 
ing with it in undying power the certainty of fulfilment (Rom. v. 5), 
and making the heart joyful and happy;” it “has life in itself, and gives 
life, and at the same time has life as its object” (De Wette). Taken 
strictly, (aoa characterizes the hope as one which has life in itself, and is 
therefore operative. All else may as a matter of fact be connected with it, 
but is not contained in the word itself (Weiss, p. 92); more especially, too, 
the idea that it has the certainty of its own realization (Hofmann); cf. i. 
23: Adyoc Cav; ii. 4,5: Aidoc (ov. Gerhard incorrectly interprets éAnic by fides, 
sive fiducialis meriti Christi apprehensio quae est regenerationis nostrae causa 
formalis. For apart from the fact that Peter is not here speaking of regen- 
eration at all, éamic and ziozic are in themselves separate ideas, which cannot 
be arbitrarily substituted for one another. It is erroneous also, with Euther, 
Calvin, and others, to resolve éAric fica into éAnic Cwae; Cooa denotes not the 
end, but the nature of the hope. —W’ évaoracewe Ino. Xprotod éx vexpov is not 
to be joined with Gicav,! but with dvayevvqoac, more nearly defined by eic . . . 
Gsoav;2 for Gacav does not define a particular kind of hope, but only gives 
special prominence to an element already contained in the idea 2Amic. The 
resurrection of Christ is the means by which God has begotten us again to 
the living hope. It is the fact which forms the living ground of Christian 
hope. Wiesinger joins s’ dvacr, somewhat too loosely with dvay., explaining 
as he does: “He hath begotten us again, and. thus in virtue of the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus Christ hath aided us to living hope.” — As cay corresponds to 
the term dvayevypsac, so does dvéctace in the most exact manner to both 
of these ideas. By the resurrection of Christ the believer also is risen to 
life. It must be remarked, the prepositions «ard, év, ec, ver. 2, are used 
to correspond with xaré, ec, dua; cf. ver. 5, the use of the prepositions: év, 
bud, ele. 

Ver. 4. ec kAnpovouiav, co-ordinate with the conception éAmida; it is never- 


1 Oecum., Luth., Bengel, Lorinus, Steiger, | apply it, 1m accordance with their interpreta- 
De Wette, Hofmann. tion of dvay, eis édmida, du’ avactacews, both 

2 Calvin, Gerhard, Knapp, Weiss, p. 299, to regeneration and the hope therewith con- 
Schott, Briickner. Schott and Bruckner, while nected, which, however, they term ‘‘a single 
accepting the construction above indicated, homogeneous fact.” 
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theless not dependent on it, but on dvayevrfoac, although it denotes the 
objective blessing to which the éAmic has regard. It is added by way of 
apposition, in order to describe more nearly the substance of the hope with 
respect to its aim. — «Anpovoyia means, no doubt, in the O. and N. T. (Matt. 
xxi. 38; Luke xii. 13) sometimes inheritance; but more frequently it has 
the signification of possession. In the O. T. it often serves to denote the 
land of Canaan and its separate parts, promised and apportioned to the peo- 
ple of Israel (Deut. xii. 9; Lam. v. 2; Josh. xiii. 14, and other passages): 
h Yh, iv Kbptoc 6 O6d¢ cov diduct oot év KARpw, Deut. xxiv. 2, or jv .. . didwot cor 
KAnpovoujoa. In the N. T., and so here also, by the term is to be under- 
stood the completed BaoiAeia rod Ocod with all its possessions, as the antitype 
of the land of Canaan (cf. in particular, Heb. ix. 15). As this use of the 
word is not based on the signification “inheritance,” it cannot be main- 
tained, with Wiesinger (Schott agreeing with him), that «Anpovoyia stands 
here with reference to dvayevvqoac, “to designate that of which the Chris- 
tians as children of God have expectations.” ! The following words: d@@aprov 
kal duiavtov Kai dudpavtov, state the gloriousness of the KAnpovouia.? adbaproc 
(cf. chap. ili. 4), opposite of g@apro¢ (ver. 18 equal to droAAbuevoc, ver. 7), cf. 
ver. 23; Rom. i. 23; 1 Cor. ix. 25, xv. 538, 54; “not subject to the @éopd.” 
duiavrog (Jas. i. 27; Heb. vii, 26), “undefiled, undefilable.” dyapavtoe an. 
Aey. (duapavtivoc is similar, chap. v. 4), “unfading;” in the last expression 
prominence is given to the imperishable beauty of the xAypovouia. Steinmeyer’s 
opinion is incorrect, that duiavroc has nearly the same meaning as modiriuoe 
and riwoc, ver. 19.—It is not to be assumed that Peter alludes to the char- 
acter “of the earthly «Anpovouia (Weiss, p. 74) of the people of Israel,” 
especially as there is nothing in the expressions dudpavroc and ad@aptoc Which 
can without artificial straining admit of such a reference. — rerypyuévny év 
nbpavoic ei¢ tude]. The apostle, having up to this time spoken generally, makes 
a transition, and addresses his readers directly: dvayevy, jude; he thereby 
assures them that that xAnpovouia is a possession intended and reserved for 
them. For the conception here expressed, cf. especially Col. i. 5, and 
Meyer in loc. The perf. rerypnuévny (Luth., inexactly: “which is kept”) 
stands here with reference to the nearness of the time when their «Anpovouia 
will be allotted to believers; ver. 5: éroiunv dmoxadvgbjva.* 

Ver. 5. As the basis of thg thought: rerypnuévny . . . ei tude, the apostle 
subjoins to tude the additional rode év duvauec ppovpovuévove . . . ei¢ owrnpiar, by 


1 No doubt Rom. viii. 17 might be appealed 
to in support of this interpretation, yet it 
would be unwarrantable to maintain that the 
idea there expressed belongs also to Peter. It 
must also be observed that even Paul, where 
he makes use of the term «Anpovouda, never 


itself or its enemies (Jer. ii. 7; Ley. xviii. 28; 
Num. xxxy. 34; Ezek. xxxvi. 17; Ps. Ixxix, ah 
where the LXX, has jvacvevy) ; and in dudpav- 
tos to the scorching of the country by the 
simoom. Weiss thinks that db@apros may 
allude to the Oeipew thy yhv, Isa. xxiv. 3; 


alludes to that idea, —a circumstance which 
has its reason in the current usage of the word. 
2 Calvin, inaccurately ; ‘‘tria epitheta quae 
sequuntur ad gratiae Dei amplificationem 
posita sunt,” 
% In auiavros, Weiss sees an allusion to the 
pollution of Judea by the people of Israel 


still he himself does not consider this probva- 
ble. 

¢ Hofmann, in disputing this by saying that 
the perf. partic. 1s not explained by the near. 
ness of the time when the believers will be in 
possession of the inheritance, calls in question 
an assertion which is nowhere here made. 
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which is expressed not the condition on which the readers might hope for 
the heavenly xAnpovouia, but the reason why they possess expectations of it. 
The chief emphasis lies not on év dyvéyer Ocod (Schott), but on gpovpovuévove 
. . . el¢ owrypiav, Inasmuch as the former expression serves only to define the 
dpovpeiodar more precisely. Gerhard incorrectly makes the accusative depend 
on avayevvqoac. The prep. év (as distinguished from the following 4) points 
out the divayc Ocod as the causa efficiens (Gerhard), so that Luther’s: “out of 
God’s power” is in sense correct; the ¢povpsiodac is based on the div, Ocod. 
Steinmeyer wrongly explains, referring to Gal. iii. 23, the dévayic Ocot as the 
goovpa within which the Christians as believers (dia miorewe equal to moretorrec!) 
are kept, velut sub vetere T. lex carcerum instar exstitit, in quibus of ind vouov 
ovtec custodicbantur. To assume an antithesis between the div. Ocod and the 
law in explanation of this passage, is entirely unjustifiable. By div, Ocod is 
not to be understood, with De Wette and Weiss (p. 189), the Holy Spirit; 
He is never in any passage of the N. T. (not even in Luke i. 35) designated 
by these words. The means by which the power of God effects the preserva- 
tion is the ziorc,! the ultimate origin of which, nevertheless, is also the gra- 
cious will of God. — On ¢povpovuévove, Vorstius rightly remarks: notatur tavis 
custodia, quae praesidium habet adjunctum.2 The word by which the apostle 
even here makes reference to the subsequent év rovxidouw metpacjoic, ver. 6, has 
its nearer definition in the following ei¢ owrnpiay étoinnv dmoxadvobqrat, which 
by Calvin (haee duo membra appositive lego, ul posterius sit prioris expositio, rem 
unam duobus modis exprimit), Steiger, and others is joined to dvayevvacac as a 
co-ordinate adjunct to ei¢ cAypovouiav. It is preferable to connect them with 
dpovpovpévouc; the more so that cAypovoyia, “with its predicates, so fully char- 
acterizes the object of hope, that ei¢ owrypiay, «.7.A.. would add nothing 
further” (Wiesinger). The introduction of tude, too, is decidedly opposed 
to the former construction. There is nothing to:support the connection 
with ziorewc, in which cwrnpia would be regarded as the object of faith. Ac- 
cording to the correct construction, the verbal conception is more nearly 
defined by the addition of the origin, means, and end, cf. vv. 2, 3.2 The 
word owrnpia is here —as the conjoined éroiun amoxadvgbivat shows — a positive 
conception; namely: the salvation effected and completed by Christ, not 
simply a negative idea, “deliverance from éméica” (Weiss, p. 79). It does 


1 riots implies the entire and full Christian aptly says: ‘‘ haereditas servata est; haeredes 


faith; not simply confidence in God (Weiss), 
nor the mere “ confident assurance of the sal- 
vation which is ready to be revealed” (Hof- 
mann); these are single elements which it 
includes, but which do not exhaust the idea. 
According to Schott, the apostle has omitted 
the article, in order to emphasize the fact that 
he means ‘that faith which, as to its inmost 
nature, is not dependent on sight”? (!). 

2 Aretius rightly observes: ‘ militare est 
vocabulum ¢povpa: praesidium. Pii igitur, 
dum sunt in periculis, sciant totidem eis di- 
vinitus parata esse praesidia: millia millium 
custodiunt eos. Finis est salus.” Bengel also 


custodiuntur, neque illa his, neque hi deerunt 
ANS? 

3 Schott justly calls attention to the relation 
of dpovpovpévous to TreTnpnucvyv: ‘If the re- 
serving of the inheritance for Christians is not 
to be fruitless, it must be accompanied by a 
. . « preserving of them on earth for that 
inheritance.” He states the difference between 
the two expressions thus: “As regards the 
inheritance, it is only necessary that its exist- 
ence should not cease. Christians, on the other 
hand, must be guarded and preserved from 
influences endangering their state of salva- 
tion.” 
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not follow from the circumstance that kAyjpovouia and owrypia are Synonymous 
terms, that the former is “only the negative side of the completed salvation.” 
— The verb dmoxaluedivar is here, as elsewhere, used to denote the disclosure 
of what is already in existence (with God, év otpavoic, ver. 4), but as yet 
hidden. éromoc is here, like yéAAwv often, joined with the inf. pass. (see Gal. 
iii. 23. On the use of the inf. aor. in this connection, see Winer, p. 311 f. 
[E. T., 332]); yéAdwv, nevertheless, has a less strong force. The future salva- 
tion lies ready to be revealed, that is to say: éy xaipO éoxarw, by which is 
denoted the time when the world’s history will be closed (not “the relatively 
last; Bengel: In comparatione temporum V. T.; but absolutely the last time 
év aroxadiyer 1, Xp., ver. 7.” Wiesinger).1 When this time will be, the 
apostle does-not say; but his whole manner of expression indicates that in 
hope it floated before his vision as one near at hand; cf. chap. iv. 7. 

Ver. 6. év d dyaAAtaope]. The verb expresses the liveliness of the Christian 
joy, equivalent to erult; it is stronger than yatpew, with which it is some- 
times connected (chap. iv. 13; Matt. v. 12; Rev. xix. 7).?—2év « refers 
either to the preceding thought, that the salvation is ready to be revealed,’ 
or to xaipd goxary.4 In the first construction dya4a.— in form as in meaning 
— is praesens, and denotes the present joy of the Christians over their future 
salvation (év ¢: over which, ef. chap. iv. 4).5 In the second construction a 
double interpretation is possible, inasmuch as év 6 may denote either the 
object or the time of the joy; in the first case the sense is: the xaspdc éoyartoc 
is for you an object of joy, because in it the salvation will be revealed; in 
the second case the sense is: in that last time ye shall rejoice (so Wiesinger 
and Hofmann); here the object of joy is doubtless not named, but it may 
be easily supplied, and the want of it therefore cannot be urged against this 
view (as opposed to Briickner). The last of these different views deserves 
the preference, both on account of the subsequent ddiyov dott . . . Avanbévrec, 
which forms a distinct antithesis to dyadddode, and of the idea peculiar to 
the epistle, that in the present time the Christian has to suffer rather than 
to exult, and only in the future can he expect the full joy ;— and the preva- 
lent manner of conjunction, too, precisely in this section of the epistle, by 
which what follows is linked directly on to the word immediately preceding, 
ef. vv. 5, 8, 10, shows that év J applies to kapd éoyétw. In this combination, 
however, it is more natural to take év in the same sense as in that which it 


1 Schott unjustifiably supposes that the 


Jachmann, De Wette, Briickner, Steinmeyer, 
want of the article indicates that ‘* the owrypia 


Schott; similarly Gerhard, who, however, ap- 


would take place at a time which, from this 
very fact, must be regarded as the last.” 

2 Steinmeyer, whilst combating the opinion 
that ayaAA. has a stronger force than yatpew, 
correctly describes the ayaAdiaors as ‘ affectio 
fervidior animi hilaris,” but xapaé unwarrant- 
ably as “‘perpetua illa cordis laetitia, quae 
neque augeri queat neque imminui.” 

3 Calvin: “ Articulus im quo refert totum 
illud complexum de spe salutis in coelo reposi- 
tae;”’ so also Estius, Grotius, Calov, Steiger, 


plies it to all that precedes: avayevyyjcas, etc. 

# Oecum., Erasmus, Luther, Wiesinger, etc. 

5 Briickner explains ¢v @ as above stated, 
but he understands ayaAArado6e in a future 
sense, “of that which shall most surely come 
to pass;” this interpretation is undoubtedly 
inappropriate, inasmuch as the present assur- 
ance of the future salvation, stated in ver. 5, 
may now indeed be an object of rejoicing, but 
will not be so then, when that future salvation 
itself is attained. 
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has before xa, rather than in another.1— Doubtless the present ayarrraobe 
will then have a future force; but this occasions no difficulty, there being 
nothing uncommon in such a use of the present (cf. also Winer, p. 249 
[E. T., 265 f.]).— The present tense strongly emphasizes the certainty of 
the future joy, rays of which fall even on the present life.2— daiyov dpri]. 
éAiyov not of measure (Steiger), but of time, chap. v. 10, where it forms the 
antithesis to aiévoc; cf. Rev. xvii. 10; dp7t denotes present time. The 
juxtaposition of the two words is explainable by the apostle’s hope that 
the xaipoc Eoyatoc would soon begin. — ei déov éori, not an affirmative (Bengel), 
but a hypothetical parenthesis: si res ita ferat: if it must be so, that is, 
according to divine decree; cf. chap. iii. 17.3— Avanbévrec év roixiAos Tetpaopoic |. 
The aorist with dp has reference to the future joy: “after that ye have now 
for a short time been made sorrowful.” “It signifies the inward sadness, in 
consequence of outward experiences” (Wiesinger). — Particula év non solum 
est xpovucn, sed etiam aitwoAoy:xy (Gerhard). Both meanings pass over into 
each other, so that é is not to be interpreted as synonymous with é&d, — 
metpaouoi are the events by which the faith of the Christian is proved or also 
tempted; here, specially the persecutions which he is called upon to endure 
at the hands of the unbelieving world: cf. Jas. i. 2; Acts xx. 19. By the 
addition of the adjective, the manifold nature of their different kinds is 
pointed out. 


REMARK. — When Schott, in opposition to the interpretation here given, 
maintains the purely present force of ayuAA, on the ground that ‘‘it must be 
. the apostle’s object to commend, by way of exhortation, the readers for their 

present state of mind,” it is to be remarked, (1) That the apostle here gives 
utterance to no exhortation; and (2) That the apostle might perfectly well direct 
his readers to the certainty of the future joy, in order to strengthen them for 
the patient endurance of their present condition of suffering. It is perfectly 
arbitrary to assert with Schott, that, by dpre, the present trials, as transitory, are 
contrasted with the present joy, as enduring, as also to maintain, “‘ that, by the 
aorist Aurndévrec, the suffering is reduced to the idea of an ever-changing variety 
of individual momentary incidents, which, in virtue of the uniform joy, may 
always lie behind the Christian surmounted” (!). Schott insists again, without 
reason, that é déov [éori] cannot be taken as referring to the divine decree, in 
that it is “‘impossible to make the accomplished concrete fact of the AvmnOjvae 
hypothetical with respect to the will of God;”’ for it is not clear why Peter 
should not characterize the Avrndjvas év molk, TElpaouolg as soInething hypothetical 


1 Schott’s assertion, that, as a@ rule, ayadA. 
is connected by év with its object, is erroneous. 
In the N. T. the passage, John vy. 35, at the 
most, can be quoted in support of this con- 
struction; whilst in Luke x. 21, év accompa- 

“nies the simple indication of time. In Luke 
i. 47, ayadA. is construed with éxi c. dat.; John 
viii. 56, with wa. 

2 It is altogether inappropriate to interpret 
ayaddvaobe, with Augustine, as an imperative, 
the exhortations begin only in ver, 13. 


3 Incorrectly Steinmeyer: ‘*Qui per pere- 
grinationis spatium, quamdiu necessarium est, 
contristati estis.”’ The older Protestant com- 
mentators, more especially, sometimes employ 
this passage to combat the arbitrary seeking _ 
after suffering; thus Luther says: “It is not 
to be our own works which we choose, but we 
must await what God lays upon us and sends, 
so that we go and follow, therefore thou mayest 
not thyself run after them.” 
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here, where he does not as yet enter more particularly into the concrete facts. 
Nor ean it be assumed that «i déov (207i) is added in order to remind the readers 
that the mouxiAoi retpacyot should, in reality, occasion no sadness, the less so that 
thus the intimately connected Avmnbévrer év mou, mepacuoic are torn asunder. 


Ver. 7. iva states the aim of the Avrnpiva tv. . . metpacpoic, in order to 
console the readers with respect to it, “that the approvedness of your faith may 
be found more precious than (that) of gold, which perisheth, yet it is tried by fire, 
to (your) praise, and glory, and honor at the revelation of Jesus Christ.” — 
doxiwov here, as in Jas. i. 3 (cf. in loco), equal to doxiu7, the approvedness as 
the result of the trial (Rom. v. 3, 4; 2 Cor. ii. 9, ix. 18; Phil. ii. 22).} 
The strict signification “mediwn of proof” is inappropriate, inasmuch as the 
aim of the Aurndqva év retpacuoic cannot be stated as the glorification of these 
metpaouoi, but as only that of faith in its approvedness (in opposition to Stein- 
meyer). Unsuitable, too, is the interpretation “trial” (Briickner, Wiesinger), 
7d doxiwiov the tiotewe being taken for 7 riot doxtuatouévn, inasmuch as it is not 
the trial of the faith, but the faith being tried that is to be compared with 
the gold. This substitution of ideas is not justifiable, inasmuch as the 
process applied to an object cannot be put for the object itself to which it is 
applied. Only if doxiwov denote a quality of faith, can a substitution of this 
kind take place. doxizwov must be taken as “approvedness,” and by ap- 
provedness of faith, the “approved,” or rather “the faith approving itself.” ? 


ReMARK. — What Schott had formerly alleged with respect to dokiyov is 
repeated by Hofmann, only by him it is carried further. By a highly artificial 
interpretation of Ps. xii.7, LXX., and by the application of the rule established — 
by him, ‘‘ that the neuter of the adjective does not stand in the place of an 
abstract attributive, but expresses the condition of something as a concrete 
reality, and, in conjunction with a genitive, denotes the object thereby named 
in this its condition,’?’ Hofmann makes out that it is here affirmed that ‘‘ at the 
revelation of Christ, it will be found that the faith of the readers has been 
subjected to purification, and is, in consequence, free from dross.’’ This whole 
interpretation is a pure matter of fancy; for doxiuov—a circumstance which 
both Schott and Hofmann have left unnoticed —is not an adjective, but a real 
substantive, for dox¢wetov.— Cremer explains: ‘‘ dox, is not the touchstone only, in 
and for itself, but the trace left behind on it by the metal; therefore 76 dok. riz¢ 


1 Sox in the N. T. has either an active or 
a passive signification; in the former it means 
* the trial which leads to approvedness,” as in 
2 Cor. viii. 2; in the latter, “the approvedness 
effected by trial,” as in the passages quoted; 
or, better still, ‘‘a distinction must be drawn 
between a present and a perfect force, in that 
Soxumy has a reflexive sense; either, then, the 
having approved itself, or the approving itself,” 
Cremer, 3.2. 

2 Briickner raises the following objections 
to this interpretation: (1) That So«curov can 
linguistically only be understood as means of 
proof, trial; and (2) That the part. pres. 


standing in opposition to xpvolov (Soxiwagone- 
vov), does not presuppose the purification of 
the gold to have already taken place, and that, 
consequently, the miotts Soxumagouevyn only can 
be considered as compared with ypuaiov doxt- 
magouevov. But against this it must be ob- 
served that doxcmrov has only the signification 
of means of proof,” not of trial; and (8) 
That in the above interpretation it is not the 
already approved faith, but that faith which is 
being approved, or approving itself in tribula- 
tion, which is contrasted with gold which is 
being tried. 
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niotew¢ is that which results from the contact of mori with meipacuoic, that by 
which faith is recognized as genuine, equal to the proof of faith.’ But, in 
opposition to this, it must be remarked that fire, and not touchstone, is here 
conceived as the means of testing. 


— nodvtimorepov, «.7.A., is by most interpreters closely connected with 
ebpeb9; by others, again (Wolf, Pott, Steinmeyer, Wiesinger, Hofmann), sep- 
arated from it, and considered as in apposition to 70 doxiuov bu, 7. mor. The 
following facts, however, are decisive against the latter construction: (1) 
That—as Wiesinger admits — this appositional clause expresses “some- 
thing understood of itself.” (2) That the intention here is not to make an 
observation on faith, but to state what is the design of sorrow, namely, that 
the faith which is approving itself may be found to be one modirioc. (3) 
That thus ebpe07 would be deprived of any nearer definition, in that the sub- 
sequent eic has reference not to evpsdg alone, but to the whole idea expressed. 
Yet it cannot well dispense with a nearer definition (in opposition to Hof- 
mann). — The genitive ypvoiov is, as alinost all the interpreters take it, to be 
joined in sense directly with the comparative: “than the gold,” so that the 
doxiuov of the faith is compared with the gold. Some commentators, like 
Beza, Grotius, Vorstius, Steinmeyer, Hofmann, assume an ellipsis (cf. Winer, 
p- 230 [E. T., 235]), supplying before ypvciov the words 7 76 doxiwov. In 
opposition it may be urged, however, not precisely “that this is cumbrous” 
(Brickner), but that the point of comparison is not properly the approval 
of faith, but the faith in the act of approving itself. Whilst comparing the 
faith with the gold, the apostle places the former above the latter; the reason 
of this he states in the attribute rod droddvuévov connected with ypvoiov, by 
which reference is made to the imperishable nature of faith. ‘To this first 
attribute he subjoins the second: dd mupd¢ dé doxtuwafouévov, In order to name 
here also the medium of proving, to which the zetpacyoi, with respect to faith, 
correspond. Accordingly Wiesinger and Steinmeyer are wrong in asserting « 
that in the interpretation here given the attribute rod dmoAdvuévov is inappro- 
priate. — drodaipevoc: gdaprtic, cf. vv. 18, 23; also John vi. 27. For the posi- 
tion of the adjective with art. after an anarthrous subst., see Winer, p. 131 f. 
(E. T., 139). — dea zupdc dé Soxipatouévov. The particle dé seems to place this 
second adjunct in antithesis to the first (dmodAvpévov) (thus De Wette: 
“which is perishable, and yet is proved by fire;” so also Hofmann). But 
opposed to this view is the circumstance that the trial and purification of 
what is perishable is by no means anything to occasion surprise; it is there- 
fore more correct to find the purpose of the adjunct in this, that by it the 
idea of the doximdlecda is brought prominently forward. Vorstius remarks 
to the point: aurum igni committitur non ad iteritum, sed ad gloriam, sic fides 
cruci ad gloriam suljicitur. — For this comparison, see Job xxiii. 10; Prov. 
xvil. 3; Zech. xiii. 9.— ebpeby eic émawvov Kat ddgav Kai tyuqv]. The verb ebpedzvar, 
“to be found to be,” is more significant than eiva: (cf. Winer, p. 572 f. [E. T., 
616 |), and has reference to the judicial investigation on the last day of judg- 
ment. The words following form an adjunct to the whole preceding thought: 
iva... ebpedp. Beza, rightly: hic agitur de ipsorum electorum laude, etc.; thus: 
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“to your praise, glory, and honor.” Schott quite arbitrarily interprets éravo¢ 
as in itself: “the judicial recognition” (as opposed to this, cf. Phil. i. 11, 
iv. 8); ryf: “the moral estimation of the person arising therefrom” (as 
opposed to this, cf. 1 Pet. iii. 7), and doa: “the form of glory” (as opposed 
to this, cf. Gal. i. 5; Phil. i. 11). Steinmeyer incorrectly applies the words 
not to the persons, but to their faith. d6éa and tw in the N. T. stand fre- 
quently together; in connection with éraoc, here only. The juxtaposition 
of these synonymous expressions serves to give prominence to the one 
idea of honorable recognition common to them all. Standing as ddga does 
between éravoc and tuyf, it cannot signify “the allotment of the possession 
of glory” (Wiesinger), but it is “glory, praise.” — év dmoxadtrper "Incod Xpiorod; 
not through, but at, the revelation of Jesus Christ, that is, on the day of 
His return, which is at once the droxadvuc duxavoxpiciag tov Oeod (Rom. ii. 5) 
and the droxéAvwuc tov vidv rob Ocod (Rom. viii. 19). 

Ver. 8. The longing of the believers is directed to the droxéAvyuc Ino. 
Xpcorod, He being the object of their love and joy. This thought is subjoined 
to what precedes in two relative clauses, in order that thereby the apostle 
may advert to the glory of the future salvation. — dv otk eiddtec cyanate, 
“whom, although ye know Him not (that is, according to the flesh, or in His 
earthly personality), ye love.” ‘The object of eiddtec is easily supplied from 
év, according to the usage in Greek. The reading idévrec expresses substan- 
tially the same thought. — Since dydry, properly speaking, presupposes per- 
sonal acquaintance, the clause ov« eidérec is significantly added, in order to 
set forth prominently that the relation to Christ is a higher than any based 
on a knowledge after the flesh. — In the clause following — co-ordinate with 
this—the thought is carried further, the apostle’s glance being again di- 
rected to the future appearance of Christ. — ei¢ dv dpte uh épavtec motebovtec dF 
dyaAdaobe. As regards the construction, ec év can hardly be taken with dyaa- 
judooe, the participles dpavrec and marebovrec thus standing absolutely (Fron- 
. miller), but, as most interpreters are agreed, must be construed with 
muotevovre¢. The more precise determination of the thought must depend on 
whether dyadjdobe is, with De Wette, Briickner, Winer, Steinmeyer, Weiss, 
Schott, to be taken as referring to present, or, with Wiesinger and Hofmann, 
to future joy. In the first case, dyadduaode is joined in the closest manner 
with morebovrec, and dors only with pw) dpivtec (De Wette: “and in Him, 
though now seeing Him not, yet believing ye exult”); in the second, eic dy 

. . motevovre¢ dé is to be taken as the condition of the dyarddobe, and dors 
to be joined with moretovtec (Wiesinger: “on whom for the present beliey- 
ing, — although without seeing, — ye exult”). In support of the first view, 
it may be advanced, that thus dyadjudode corresponds more exactly to ayardate, 
and that yi dpovrec forms a more natural antithesis to dyaddudode than to 
morevovtes; for the second, that it is precisely one of the peculiarities char- 
acteristic of this epistle, that it sets forth the present condition of believers 
as one chiefly of suffering, which only at the droxadAvyic of the Lord will be 
changed into one of joy; that the more precise definition: yapé dvexhariro 
kat dedogaouévy, as also the subsequent xomiguevor, have reference to the future; 
that the dor seems to involve the thought: “now ye see Him not, but then ye 
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see Him, and shall rejoice in beholding Him;” and lastly, that the apostle, 
iv. 13, expressly ascribes the dyadAvaooa to the future. On these grounds the 
second view is preferable to the first. The present dyadjudode need excite 
the less surprise, that the future joy is one not only surely pledged to the 
Christian, but which its certainty makes already present. It may, indeed, 
be supposed that dyadjudode must be conceived as in the same relation to 
time with dyarate; yet, according to the sense, it is not the dyadAdoba, but 
the morevew, which forms the second characteristic of the Christian life 
annexed to dyandv. It is not, however, the case, that on account of the 
present morevuvrec, dyad. also must be taken with a present signification 
(Schott), since love and faith are the present ground of the joy beginning 
indeed now, but perfected only in the future. The particle of time dor 
applies not only to uy épavrec, but likewise to morevovtec dé; the sense of uP 
doavrec marebovrec dé is not this, that although they now do not see, yet still 
believe — the not seeing and the believing do not form an antithesis, they 
belong to each other; but this, that the Christians do not indeed see, but 
believe. On the distinction between ob« eidérec and ph dpavtec, see Winer, 
p-. 462 (E. T., 485).—Xap@ dvexdadgrw at dedosaopéevn serves to intensify 
dyahhidobs. avexAaanroc, ar. Aey., “unspeakable,” is either “what cannot be 
expressed in words” (thus dAddyjroc, Rom. vill. 26), or “what cannot be ex- 
hausted by words.”+ dedoaouévn, according to Weiss, means: “the joy 
which already bears within it the glory, in which the future glory comes 
into play even in the Christian’s earthly life;” similarly, Steinmeyer: 
“hominis fidelis laetitia jam exstat dedogacuévn, quoniam doéav ejus fuluram prae- 
sentem habet ac sentit;” but on this interpretation relations are introduced 
which in and for itself the word does not possess. dedofaouévog means simply 
“glorified ;” yapd dedogacu. is accordingly the joy which has attained unto 
perfected glory; but “the imperfect joy of the Christian here (Wiesinger, 
Hofmann), and not the joy of the world, which as of sense and transitory is 
a joy év dtmia” (Fronmiiller), is to be regarded as its antithesis; so that this 
expression also seems to show that dyadAdode is to be understood of the 
future exultation. 

Ver. 9. Kouiouevor 7d réAoc, x.7.2., gives the reason of that joy; the parti- 
ciple links itself simply on to dyadAcdode, “inasmuch as ye obtain,” etc., and 
supplies confirmation that what is here spoken of is not present but future 
joy. It is arbitrary to interpret, with De Wette and Briickner: “inasmuch 
as ye are destined to obtain;” or with Steiger: “inasmuch as even now in 
foretaste ye obtain.” Joined with the future present dyaAdcdode, the participle 


must also be in the present.? 


1 Steinmeyer gives an unjustifiable applica- 
tion to the. word, by saying: ‘*‘ Meminerimus 
TOY TOLKiAwY Teipacwev, Si quidem plurimae 
illae tentationes totidem laetitiae causas affe- 
runt, sine dubio 7 xapa eodem sensu avexAaAnros 
exstat, quo 7etpagmoi Nequeunt enumerari.” 

2 Winer, in the 5th ed. (p. 403), gives the 
same interpretation as De Wette; in the 6th 
(p. 306) and the 7th (p. 330 [E. T., 351 f.]), on 
the other hand: ‘‘as receiving (they are that 


Cf. with this passage, more especially chap. 


already in the assurance of faith).” Schott: 
* Since ye are about to, or on the way to, guther 
in (!) like a harvest the end of your faith.” 
Schott is clearly wrong when he asserts that if 
the apostle had had the future joy in his mind, 
he must have written coutgamevoe On account 
of the dcSofacpevy, * because the attaining of 
the end of salvation, which is still in the act 
of being accomplished, could not be placed 
parallel with the final glorification which has 
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v. 4. —xouitew: “obtain” (cf. chap. v. 4), is in the N. T. frequently used of 
the obtaining of what will be assigned to man at the last judgment; 2 Pet. 
ii. 13; 2 Cor. v. 10; Eph. vi. 8; Col. iii. 25. Steinmeyer incorrectly ex- 
plains the word: secum portare. — rd rédoc, not “the reward” = juod6¢ (Beza, 
Vorstius, etc.), neither is it “the reward of victory” (Hofmann) ;? but it is 
the end of faith, that to which it is directed; see Cremer, s. v. —rij¢ miorews 
tiuov refers back to motebovrec, ver. 8.—ouwtypiav pyar. The salvation is 
indeed one already present; but here is meant the Christians’ completed 
salvation, of which they shall be partakers, év xaip@ toyatw (ver. 5). —On 
puxyov, Bengel remarks: ANIMA praecipue salvalur: corpus in resurrectione 
participat; cf. Jas. i. 21; John xii. 25; Luke xxi. 19. 

Vv. 10-12. The design of this paragraph is not to prove the truth of the 
apostolic doctrine by its agreement with that of the prophets (Gerhard), but 
to bring prominently forward the glory of the owrypia before spoken of, by 
presenting it as the object of prophetic search. Calvin: “salutis hujus 
pretium inde commendat, quod in eam toto studio intente fuerunt prophetae.” 
Wiesinger also; in such a way, however, that he holds the real tendency to 
be this, that the readers should recognize themselves as “ those favored oues 
who, by the preaching of the gospel, had been made partakers of the salva- 
tion foretold in the O. T.” Schott thinks that here the position of the 
Christians is compared very favorably with that of the prophets, since 
the latter had to cling to a bare word referring to an indefinite time; the 
former, on the other hand, have in their possession of salvation the pledge 
of a blessed future — indeed, in a certain sense even possess it. — But how 
much is here introduced ! 

Ver. 10. mepi ye owrnpiac eketyrnoav Kal éEnpetvncav mpognra]|. The owrnpia, 
to which the search of the prophets was directed, is, as the connection: xep? 
7¢ owt., Shows, the previously mentioned ocwrypia woyav, which is the réAo¢ of 
faith. Wiesinger and Schott extend the idea so as to include within it the 
present salvation. This is correct thus far, that the future salvation is only 
the completion of the present; but it is precisely to the completion that the 
apostle’s glance is directed. De Wette is wrong in understanding by owrnpia 
“the work of salvation.” — Both verbs express the earnest search. éepeuvay 
is in the N. T. am. dey. (LXX., 1 Sam. xxiii. 23: WD; 1 Chron. xix. 8: pn). 
The prefixed #« serves to intensify the idea, without hinting that the prophets 
selected the right time from among different periods (Steiger) ; see the other 
passages in the N. T. where the verb éxgyrety occurs. The aim of their 
search is more precisely defined in ver. 11. Luther’s translation is inexact: 
“after which salvation;” mepi means rather: in respect to, with regard to. — 
Calvin justly remarks: quum dicit prophetas sciscitatos esse et sedulo.inquisivisse, 
hoc ad eorum scripta aut doctrinam non pertinet, sed ad PRIVATUM DESIDERIUM 
quo quisque aestuavit. A distinction is here drawn between the individual 
activity put forth on the basis of the revelation of which they had been 


already taken place,” since there is nothing 1 The expression xouigery indeed shows that 
unreasonable in the idea that the joy of the Peter pictured to himself the reAos of faith as 
Christians is glorified when they receive the a trophy, but not that redos literally means 
end of their salvation. “trophy.” 
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made partakers, and that revelation itself (Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann).1 
To mpod#ra: is subjoined the nearer definition: of rept rie ei¢ dude Xapitoc mpo- 
gytevoavtec, by which some prophets are not distinguished from others, as 
Hofmann thinks, but all are characterized according to their function.2— 7 
eic dyag yupec, either from the prophets’ standpoint: “destined for you” (De 
Wette, Brickner), or from that of the apostles: “the grace of which ye 
have been made partakers” (Wiesinger, Schott). The first is the prefer- 
able view. apie is not to be taken as identical with curnpia (as opposed to 
Wiesinger), but the difference in expression points to a distinction in idea. 
xaptc denotes both the present and the future, owrnpia only the future. Hof- 
mann attaches particular importance to the fact that tude and not judc is here 
used; assuming that by tude the readers must be understood to be heathen 
Christians. This is, however, incorrect, since Peter nowhere in his epistle 
makes a distinction between heathen and Jewish Christians; by tude the 
readers are addressed not as heathen Christians, but as Christians in general; 
ef. also vv. 8, 4: dvayevvjoac jude . . . ternpnuévoue ei¢ bude. 

Ver. 11 stands in close grammatical connection with the preceding, épev- 
vovrec being conjoined with the verba jinita of ver. 10; what follows states 
the object of the épevvav. — eic¢ riva 7 noiov kaipov], tiva refers to the time itself, 
motov to its character. Steinmeyer (appealing without justification to Rom. 
iv. 13) explains 7 incorrectly: vel potius; vel, ut rectius dicam. — édqdov, not 
“referred to” (Luth.; or significaret, Vulg.), but “revealed,” as Heb. ix. 8, 
xii. 17, etc. Vorstius supplies: gratiam illam exstituram, de qua et ipsi vatici-* 
nabantur; this is incorrect. ic . . ..caypdv is conjoined rather directly — 
though not as its real object, but as a secondary determination — with édyAov. 
An object is not to be supplied (neither radra nor tiv yapuv radrqv, Steiger), 
as édfAov is in intimate union with the participle mpouaprupéuevov (De Wette, 
Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott), by which “at once the act of dyAoiy and its 
object are exactly determined” (De Wette).— 7d iv abtoic rveiua Xpiotov]. 
By this the revealing subject is mentioned: the prophets only expressed 
what the Spirit within them communicated to them; “the 7d év abroic is to 
be taken as a special act of éd#2ov” (Wiesinger), ef. besides, Matt. xxii. 43 
and 2 Pet. i. 21.4— This Spirit is characterized as the 7d rvedua rod Xpictod, 
not in that it bears witness of Christ (Bengel: Spiritus Christi: testans de 
Christo; thus also Grotius, Augustine, Jachmann), for Xpiorod is the sub- 


3 Bengel: ‘‘in quod vel quale tempus; guod 
innuit tempus per se, quasi dicas aeram suis 
numeris notatam: gwale dicit tempus ex event- 
ibus variis noscendum.” 

’ 4 Hofmann is indeed not mistaken in saying 
that ro év avtots my. Xp. is a designation of 
the Spirit working prophetic knowledge in the 


1 Steinmeyer denies this distinction, and 
says, interpreting va % motov Karpov, ver. 11, 
by ‘* desola inde indole temporis:” ‘* neminem 
latebit, eos saepenumero de crescente piorum 
hominum desiderio nec non de aucta impro- 
borum protervitate verba fecisse; . . . ecce Ta 
onpeta Tov pédAovTos Katpod, quae indagata 


praedicarunt.” According to this, éx¢yrety and 
e€epevygv would be indagata praedicare (!). 

2 Bengel: ‘ Articulus hic praetermissus 
grandem facit orationem, nam auditorem a 
determinata individuorum consideratione ad 
ipsum genus spectandum traducit; sic ver. 12: 
angeli.” 


prophets, and not of a constant indwelling of 
it, — only it must be observed that the expres- 
sion here employed says nothing as to how 
or in what manner the Spirit dwelt in the 
prophets. 
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jective and not the objective genitive, but because it is the Spirit “which 
Christ has and gives” (Wiesinger); see Rom. viii. 8. The expression is to 
be explained from the apostle’s conviction of the pre-existence of Christ, and 
is here used in reference strictly to the mpowaprupéuevov ra ei¢ Xprordy rabjuara, 
«.7.4,, directly conjoined with it. Barnabas, chap. v.: prophetae ab ipso 
habentes donum in illum prophetarunt. 


REMARK. — By far the greater number of the interpreters rightly see, in the 
term here applied to the Spirit, a testimony to the real pre-existence of Christ. 
Not so De Wette, who finds in it merely the expression of the view “that the 
work of redemption is the same in both the O. and N. T., and that the Spirit of 
God at work in the former is identical with the Spirit of Christ;’? and Weiss 
(pp. 247-249), who explains the name thus: That the Spirit which was at work 
in the prophets was the same as ‘‘ that which Christ received at His baptism, 
and since then has possessed;’’ similarly Schmid also (Bibl. Theol., p. 163), 
“the Spirit of God, which, in after time, worked in the person of Christ.” 
Weiss seeks to prove, indeed, that ‘‘ Christ had, in the pre-existent Messianic 
Spirit, angideal, or, in a@ certain sense, a real pre-existence;’’ but, in this way, 
reflex ideas are attributed to the apostles, which certainly lay far from their 
mind. Besides, Weiss himself admits, that, in 1 Cor. x. 4, 9, reference is made 
to the pre-existent Christ; but it cannot be concluded, from Acts ii. 36, that 
Peter did not believe it. Schott, too, in his interpretation, does not abstain 
from introducing many results of modern thought, when he designates 76 mv. Xp. 

“here as the Spirit ‘‘of the Mediator continually approaching the consummation 
of salvation (!), but as yet supernaturally concealed in God.’’ Steinmeyer does 
not touch the question of the pre-existence of Christ; he finds an adequate 
explanation of the expression in the remark of Bengel, although he takes 
Xptorov as a subject. gen. 


— Tpouaprupouevov]. This verb compos. occurs nowhere else in the N. T., 
and in none of the classical writers; the simplex means properly: “to call 
to witness;” then, “to swear to, to attest;” mpouapripecdae is therefore: “to 
attest beforehand.” 1 —The object of édjdov ... mpouapr. is ta sic Xprotdv wabhuata 
On this Luther remarks, that it can be understood 
of both kinds of suffering, of those which Christ Himself bore, as well as of 
those which we endure. The majority of interpreters conceive the reference 
to be to the former: Oecumenius, Theophyl., Erasmus, Grotius, Aretius, 
Piscator (cf. Luke xxiv. 26), Vorstius, Hensler, Stolz, Hottinger, Knapp, 
Steiger, De Wette, Briickner, Steinmeyer, Wiesinger, Weiss, Luthardt, 
Schott, Fronmiiller, Hofmann, etc.; but not so Calvin: non tractat Petr. 
quod Christo sit proprium, sed de universali ecclesiae statu disserit; Bolten and 
Clericus explain it of the sufferings of the Christians; the same position is 
taken up in the first edition of this commentary. Since the main tendency 


kal Ta¢ weTa TAdTA d0éac]. 


1 Schott justly remarks that 8yAodv and 
mpomaptupeMar are not identical with mpopy- 
Teverv, but that they denote the “action of the 
Spirit,”” by means of which ‘‘ He communicated 
to the prophets the prophecies after which they 
were to inquire.” But he is evidently mistaken 


when he asserts that this identification takes 
place in the above interpretation. — Nor is 
Schott warranted in supposing that in mponap, 
the apostle emphatically shows that the man. 
ner of communication ‘‘ was a revelation in 
the form of speech, and not an inward vision.” 
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of the paragraph, vv. 10-12, is to give special prominence to the glorious 
nature of the believers’ cwrnpia, the latter view is favored by the connection 
of thought. But, on the other hand, there is nothing opposed to the assump- 
tion, that the apostle here mentions the facts on which the owrgpia is founded, 
as the substance of the testimony of the Spirit of God in the prophets. The 
expression rd ei¢ Xpiordv nadfuata too, which must be interpreted on the anal- 
ogy of tic eic bude yaprroc, goes to show that by it are to be understood the 
sufferings which were ordained or appointed to Christ (Wiesinger). — On 
the plural rac . . . ddgac, Bengel says: Plurale: gloria resurrectionis, gloria 
ascensionis, gloria judicu extremi et regni coelestis; thus also Grotius, De 
Wette, Steiger, Wiesinger, Weiss, Schott. But it might be more correct 
to explain the plural in this way, that as the one suffering of Christ compre- 
hends in it a plurality of sufferings, so does His 6éga a plurality of glories. 
Hofmann: “by zadjuara is to be understood the manifold afflictions in which 
the one suffering of Christ consisted, while the manifold glorifyings which 
go to make up His glory are included under dégu.”1 Besides, it must be 
noted that the suffering of Christ is always designated by the plyral ma0#- 
uata (with the exception of Heb. ii. 9, where we have: 1d maOqyua Tov Oavarov), 
but His glory always by the singular dsg¢.— As the radjuara and doga of 
Christ are the object of éd720v mpowaptupduevov, so by xaipdc, to which the 
épevvav of the prophets was directed, the time is referred to when this salva- 
tion would actually be accomplished. For this reason, then, ééypebvycar, ver. 
10, cannot again be repeated in épevrévtec (Wiesinger, Schott), as if the eic 
iva... kapov referred directly to the appearance of the owrypia; the apostle’s 
thought is rather this, that in their search as to the time of the sufferings, 
etc., of Christ, the prophets had before their eyes, as that with respect to 
which they sought to obtain knowledge, the ournpia of which believers were 
to be made partakers. 


REMARK. — Definite corroboration of the ideas here expressed is to be found 
in the Book of Daniel, chap. xii. 4, 9, 10, 13. The fundamental presupposition 
is that the ‘‘ when” of the fulfilment was unknown to the prophets; according 
to ver. 12, all that was revealed to them was that it would take place only in the 
times to come. De Wette asserts too much when he says that searching as to 

‘the time cannot be predicated of the genuine prophets of ancient Judaism, 
but of Daniel only, who pondered over the seventy years of Jeremiah. But 
although the words of Daniel may have given occasion for the apostle’s state- 
ment, still that statement is not incapable of justification. If the apostles 
searched as to the time when the promises of Christ would receive accomplish- 
ment, why should it not be presupposed that similarly the prophets, too, 
inquired into that which the nmvevua Xprorod testified beforehand to them, more 
especially as to the «aipdc of its fulfilment ? 


Ver. 12. ole amexarigdn is linked on by way of explanation to épevvdvrec: 
“to whom it was revealed,” i.e., “in that it was revealed to them.” This is 


1 Hofmann’s opinion, that Peter had chiefly 15, arises from the fact that he applies duds 
in his mind the passages in Isa, xlix. 6, 7, liii. specially to the Gentiles. 
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to be taken neither as an antithesis to the searching, nor as the result of it, 
but as an element accompanying—and stimulating —it; see Wiesinger 
and Schott in loc. —6ér oby éavtoicg buiv (quiv) 62 dinKévovy abra], 67 is not 
causal here (Luther: “for;” so also Luthardt and Hofmann). Opposed 
to this is the:circumstance that if 671, «.7.4., be taken as a parenthesis, and 
the é viv dvnyyéAn, &.7.A., following be joined with dmexarigan (Hofmann), this 
sentence is strangely broken up; if, on the other hand, 4 viv, «.7.2., be united 
with what immediately precedes (Luther), dxexadigén is plainly much too 
bald. Nor can it be denied that 67: naturally connects itself with dmexadtgon, 
and é@ viv is joined with dinkdvovy aita. rt states, then, not the reason, but 
the contents of what was revealed to the prophets.1 — d:axoveiv, both in the 
N. T. and in the classics, is frequently a transitive verb joined with the 
accusative, and that in such a way that the accusative denotes either 
the result of the dcaxoverv, or the thing to which the service is directed 
(iv. 10). Here, where aira is the accusative dependent on dujxévouv, the 
latter is the case; for that which is announced to the Christians is not 
the result of the prophets’ ministrations, but that to which they were 
directed. That “they did their part in bringing to pass by their ministra- 
tion the salvation which is now preached” (Wiesinger, and Schott also), is 
a thought in no way hinted at here, and in which “did their part” is a purely 
arbitrary addition. The ministration of the prophets consisted not in the 
bringing to pass of the salvation, but in the proclaiming of that which was 
revealed to them (Briickner) ; and this is what is conveyed by aita. — They 
exercised this ministration, ody, etc., “not for their, rather for your (our) bene- 
Jit,” e., in such a way that its application was to you (us), not to themselves. 
—On 6é after the negation, as distinguished from dda, cf. Winer, p. 411 
(KE. T., 442 f.).2 The difference in the reading suiv or juiv does not essen- 
tially affect the meaning, since by tyiv, though the readers of the epistle are 
indeed addressed in the first instance, all the rest of the Christians are natur- 
ally thought of as included. Still, the idea expressed in the duty or juiv dé 
is not without difficulty. Taken strictly, the oby éavtoc alone was known to 
the prophets —and along with this likewise, that it was for others, i.e., for 
those who lived at the time of its fulfilment. But as these others are the 
Christians, the apostle directly opposes tiv de to ody éavtoic — that is, inserts. 


1 Luthardt interprets: ‘ for there the object 
was a future one, from which the veil had to 
be removed by single acts of God; here, it isa 
present one, which accordingly the messengers 
simply proclaim, in the power of the now ever 
present Spirit of God;”? how much is im- 


trare jussi erant, But is 67: then not still 
aitiodoytkas? And on what ground should 
an inversion so very harsh be adopted ? 

2 Schott’s singular assertion, that “ov... 
dé does not cancel éavrots simply, and put dui 
in its place, but that de adds only something 


ported here!, Steinmeyer admits that érc is 
not to be taken aitroAoyixas, but denies at the 
same time that it states the argumentum ris 
amrokaduwews ; he assumes an inversion, which 
is to be resolved thus: ois dmexaduhOn (se. 
rodra, namely 7a 1ad. x. Sdfar Xp.) ody éavTois, 
aAXN’ ore duly Sunxdvovy avrd, and then inter- 
prets: h. e, quibus manifestata sunt, non in 
ipsorum commodum, sed quia nobis ea minis- 


new to the preceding which remains stand- 
ing” (in spite of the ov!), is based on a mis- 
conception of what is ‘said by. Hartung, 
Partikellehre, I. 171, to which Schott appeals. 
‘“‘Others than those addressed are not ex- 
cluded; the latter only are indicated as those 
for whom the prophecy was intended; ” thus 
Hofmann, too, incorrectly. 
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the definite for the indefinite. — Wiesinger, Schott, Briickner, join airé closely 
with the & which follows: “the same as that which now is proclaimed to 
you;” this is, however, incorrect. «ira is nowhere in the N. T. construed 
thus with a relative to which it is antecedent; it applies rather to what has 
been formerly mentioned; here, therefore, doubtless to that of which the 
nvedua Xprorod testified beforehand to the prophets, and what they prophesied 
of the ydpu, of which the readers had been made partakers. It is less fitting 
to limit the reference to the ra ei¢ Xprordv mabjuara, ad, «.7.A., being joined to it 
in a somewhat loose way. — It is entirely arbitrary for Hofmann to assert that 
“ Peter does not speak of any prophecies in general, but of the written records 
in which were contained the prediction of the prophets, who had foretold 
the extension of grace to the Gentile world,” — there is nothing here to lead 
to the supposition that the apostle makes any reference to written records, — 
and predictions with regard to the heathen. — By means of the following 
a viv avnyyédn, «.7.2., the apostle insists that what the prophets foretold is 
that which is now proclaimed to the readers; viv emphasizes the present, in 
which the facts of salvation are proclaimed as having already taken place, ~ 
as contradistinguished from the time when they were predicted as future. — 
Oa TOY evayyehtoaévunv bude (év) rvebpate dyiw]. For the construction of the 
verb ebayyeAtifecda, c. acc., cf. Gal. i. 9; Winer, p. 209 (E. T., 223).—If 
the reading: év xv. be adopted, the Holy Spirit is conceived of as the power, 
as it were, encompassing and swaying them; if the other reading, as the 
moving and impelling cause. Like prophecy (ver. 11), the preaching of 
the gospel proceeds from the illumination and impulse of the Holy Spirit. — 
dnoorartyrt an’ obpavod refers to the events of Pentecost; since then the Holy 
Spirit has His abode and is at work in the church. Though the same Spirit 
was already in the prophets, ver. 11, He had not yet at that time been sent 
from heaven. Who the individuals were who had preached the gospel to the 


readers, Peter does not say. No doubt the form of the apostle’s expression 


does not compel us to think of him as excluded from the ray ebayyeA.; yet it 
is very probable that Peter, had he intended to include himself, would some- 
how have given this to be understood. — ei¢ & émbupotow dyyedor mapaxtypat]. 
The relative é clearly goes back to d viv dvyyyéAn. It is arbitrary to under- 
stand (with Schott) by that which the angels desired to see, “the nature 
and origin of the moral transformation wrought by the proclamation of the 
gospel;” or, with Hofmann, to give it this reference, “that Christ has died, 
and been glorified in such a way that now He can and should be preached 
to the heathen as having died and been glorified for them;” it includes 
not only the ra@quara and dda of Christ (Wiesinger), but the whole contents 
of the message of salvation (Briickner), which, as it is a testimony to the 
facts of redemption, is also a preaching of the owrnpia founded on them, 


1 Weiss’s assertion (Die Petrin. Frage, 
above mentioned, p. 642), that, “if there be 
here an allusion to the outpouring of the Spirit 
on the day of Pentecost, Paul could not have 
belonged to those who had preached the gospel 
to the readers,” is without foundation, as it is 


not said here that the evayyedroduevor bmas 
belonged to those who received the Holy Spirit 
at Pentecost, but only that they preached in 
that Spirit, which was sent from heaven at 
Pentecost; and this applies to Paul no less 
than to the other apostles, etc. 
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which is éroiun droxadvgbivat év apd éoxary (ver. 5), and which the believers 
will obtain (ver. 9).1—ém#vyovor must not be taken as an aorist,? for the 
question is not as to what the angels did at the time of the prophets, but as 
to what they are now doing. That after which they long is the rapaxiyat eic 
aira. On the inf. aor. after émévyodcw, see Winer, p. 310 f. (E. T., 331). — 
mapaxérrewv, properly, “to bend to the side so as to examine a thing,” means 
when joined with é¢ not only “to look towards,” but “to look into any 
thing,” and that in order to obtain a more accurate knowledge of the object 
in question. The zapd of the verb indicates that the angels stand outside 
the work of redemption, inasmuch as it is not for them, but for man 
(cf. Heb. ii. 16). The addition of this clause brings prominently forward the 
idea, not that the work of salvation is a mystery, — concealed even from 
the angels, — but that that which has been proclaimed to the readers is 
something so glorious that even the angels had a wish and a longing to see 
what was its fashion, and what the course of its development (cf. Eph. iii. 
10). Nor is it implied in émdvyodo that “the angels cannot attain to a 
knowledge of the economy of salvation” (Schott). It is more than 
doubtful whether there be here any reference to Exod. xxy. 20, as several 
interpreters assume.# 

The first group of exhortations extends from ver. 13 to the end of 
the chapter. — Ver. 13. First exhortation, which forms the basis of those 
which follow. The redoiwe éArige is the foundation upon which the whole 
moral-religious life of the Christian must be raised. — 6d dvatwodpevor tac 
dodiac THe dtavoiac tuar]. 16 does not refer back to any single thought in 
what precedes, certainly not to the glory of the owrmpia touched upon in vv. 
10 ff. (Calvin: ex magnitudine et excellentia gratiae deducit exhortationem), 
still less to the thought expressed vv. 5-9: “that the Christian goes through 
trial towards a glorious destiny” (De Wette), but to the whole of the fore- 
going lines of thought (Schott), which, however, have their point of con- 
vergence in this, that unto the Christian begotten again eic éAnida faoav, the 
owrnpia 18 appointed as the réAog rie miotewe (similarly Brickner). — dévagwoa- 
pevut Tae dogbac, a figurative expression taken from the runners (and others) 
who tucked up their dress, so as to prosecute their work with less hinderance. 
avalovvuu, dr. Aey. (Prov. xxxi. 17; LXX., ed. Van Ess, xxix. 17), means to 
tuck up; Luther, incorrectly: “therefore so gird yourselves” (thus Wie- 
singer also translates, although he justly says: “The figure taken from the 
tucking up of a long undergarment denotes preparedness for something,’ 


1 The Vulg. translates eis & by “in quem” 
(i.e., in Spiritum sanctum). 

2 Trenaeus, C. Haer. iv. 67; Oecumenius: 
Ov Thy yv@owv Kai ékBagw Kat adro. ol dyyedou 
émeOvunoay. 

8 Although Hofmann may not be wrong in 
asserting that rapaxvm7ew is used also to de- 
note a cursory glance at any thing (cf. Dem. 
iv. 24, in Pape, s.v.), yet, in connection with 
eis, it is chiefly employed in cases where a 
more accurate knowledge is implied; precisely 


as Pape a/so interprets mapaxvmrey, “to stand 
beside a thing, and to bend down so as to see 
it more distinctly;’’ cf. further, Ecclus. xxi. 
23 (xiv. 28), and in the N. T. besides, Jas. i. 
25, also John xx. 11 (Luke xxiy. 12; John 
xx. 5). 

4 Beza: “alludit Ap, ad duos illos Cheru- 
bim opercula Arcae insistentes, conversis in 
ipsam arcam oculis.’? Piscator: ‘ yidetur 
respicere ad Cherubim super arcam foederis, 
tanquam ad typum.” 


“ay 
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ete.) ; cf. the passages, Luke xii. 35 and Eph. vi. 14 (in both passages, how- 
ever, mepilovruut). The figure is the more appropriate, that the Christian is 
a mapertdnuoc, On his way to the future kAnpovouia. The figurative rac dobar 
finds its own explanation in the epexegetical genitive rie duavoiac bud. 
Aretius interprets incorrectly : lumbi mentis, i.e., ipsa recta ratio renati hominis 
recle judicans de negotio pietatis; didvoa means here, as in Col. i, 21, the 
“disposition of mind.” The meaning of the phrase applies not only to 
deliverance from evil desires, but to all and every needful preparation 
of spirit for the fulfilling of the exhortations following; “it is the figure of 
spiritual preparedness and activity” (De Wette). The aorist participle 
points to this spiritual preparedness as the preliminary condition of éAmigecv 
(Schott). — vagovrec]. Cf. chap. iv. 7, v. 8 (1 Thess. v. 6, 8; 2 Tim. iv. 5). 
Calvin, correctly: non temperantiam solum in cibo et potu commendat, sed spiri- 
tualem potius sobrietatem, quum sensus omnes nostros continemus, ne se hujus 
mundi illecebris inebrient; similarly most interpreters. Otherwise, however, 
Weiss (p. 95 f.), who supposes an antithesis between dvatwodpuevar and vagovtec, 
inasmuch as the former is opposed “to want of courage and apathy,” the 
latter to “unnatural overstraining and excitement,” and “unhealthy exalta- 
tion.” But no such antithetical relation is (as little as there is in chap. v. 8 
and 1 Thess. v. 6, 8, between ypyyopetv and vydevv) here anywhere hinted at, 
nor is there any thing in the whole epistle to lead us to suppose that Peter 
considered it necessary “to warn his hearers against the extravagant enthu- 
siasm of a Messianic glory.” Rather in va#povtec is prominence given to an 
important element in the dvatscacda, without which a tedeiwg éAnivecy cannot 
exist, namely, the clearness and soberness of mind with which the goal of 
hope, and the way leading thither, is kept in view. —Ttedeiwe éAmicate émd tHv 
gEpouérny, K.T.A.]. TEeAeiwc, dm. Aey., belongs not to v#¢ovree (Oecumenius, Ben- 
son, Semler, Mayerhoff, Hofmann), but. to éAricare;? it shows emphatically 
that the hope should be perfect, undivided, unchangeable (“ without doubt 
or faint-heartedness, with full surrender of soul” (De Wette); Wiesinger 
adds further: “excluding all ungodly substance and worldly desire, and 
including the py ovoynuar., ver. 14;” and Schott: “with reference also to 
the moral conduct of earnest sanctification”). Weiss (p. 93) finds the 
téeheworgc of hope in this, that it does not allow itself to be overcome by suffer- 
ing — but of suffering there is here no mention. Erasmus, Grotius, Bengel, 
take it unsatisfactorily, only ratione temporis, i.e., “ ad finem usque.” — éAnigewv, 
frequently with eic, év, éxi, c. dat., is construed with éxi cum accus. only 
here and in 1 Tim. v. 5; it means “to place his hope on something.” The 
object connected with it by means ot éxi is not the proper object of hope; 


' the latter stands in the accusative, or is expressed by a verb, either in the 


infin. or with 6; but it is that from which the fulfilment of hope is ex- 
pected.? If, as here, éi be construed with the accusative, the disposition 


1 Gerhard: “ Quarumvis passionum et cu- 
piditatum carnalium refrenatio praescribitur.” 
2 The reasons which Hofmann brings for- 
ward for the combination of reAeiws with 
vnpovtes are not by any means conclusive; for 
as the chief accent lies on éAmicare, a strength. 


ening of this expression by reAciws is entirely 
appropriate, whilst vypovres requires no such 
support. The position of the word, too, is in 
favor of the connection with éAmicarte. 

3 The expression “‘ to hope for something,” 
confidently to expect it, may lead to the sup- 
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of mind with respect to the object is expressed; whilst if it be taken with 
the dative, the object is presented to us as the basis of hope, that on which 
it is founded. — ént ryv depouevyv byiv yapw év aroxadbpe "Ino. Xptorod]. Several 
commentators interpret so that the sense runs: “place your hope on the 
grace which has been shown you by the revelation of Jesus Christ;” thus 
Erasmus, Luther, Calov, Bengel, Gerhard, Steiger, etc.; according to this, 
gepouévyv is the dvtiotpodov of xopitecbar (i.e., “ which has been already offered 
or communicated to you”), xapic, “the forgiveness of sins effected by Christ,” 
and drucdavic Inood Xpiotod, “the revelation of Christ which has already 
taken place.” In the more exact definition of the term dzoxdAvyic, these 
interpreters again diverge from one another; whilst Luther, Calov, Steiger, 
and others hold it to be “the revelation which has taken place in the gos- 
pel;” Bengel, etc., on the other hand, understand it of “the incarnation of 
Christ.” Erasmus gives both: sentit de mysterio evangelii divulgato per quod 
Christus innotuit, seu de adventu Christi. Steiger, in support of the first view, 
appeals to Luke ii. 32; Rom. xvi. 25; Gal. i. 16; Eph. i. 17; 2 Cor. xii. 1; 
Eph. iii. 3; but all these passages do not furnish the proof desired. In no 
passage is the revelation of the gospel called the droxdaAvyuc "Incod Xpiotod. 
But the other view is opposed by the N. T. usus loguendi, according to which 
dox. always denotes the future coming of Christ only. It must also be held 
to be unwarrantable to interpret év dro. "Ijo. Xp. here in a different sense 
from that given shortly before in ver. 7 (and chap. iv. 18).— Not less 
opposed to the former interpretation is the present participle gepouévyv, since 
the present may not arbitrarily be taken in the sense of the preterite, but 
must be looked upon as a realization of the future. Steiger is no doubt 
right in holding that 7 dep. iu. yapuc “ does not speak of the object of hoping, 
but the ground on which hope is built.” But from this it does not follow 
that by the phrase “something already accomplished” must be understood, 
for why should the Christian not be able to set his hopes of salvation on the 
grace which in the future will be offered to him at and with the return of 
Christ? Piscator incorrectly explains yépic: coelestis felicitas et gloria, quam 
Deus nobis ex gratia daturus est. Aretius, again, is right: benevolentia Dei, 
qua nos amplectitur in filio: the grace of God from which the Christian has 
to expect the coelestis felicitas. — With gepouérny, cf. Heb. ix. 16.  dépew: “to 
bring, to present” (not “to bring nearer,” Schott), points here to the free grace 
of God. That is, then: “place your hope on the grace which will be brought to 
you at (in and with) the revelation (the second coming) of Christ.” It is rightly 
interpreted by Oecumenius, Calvin (who errs in this only, that he takes év 
for cic, i.e., usque ad adventum Christi), Beza, Grotius, Estius, Semler, Pott, 


De Wette, ete. 


position that this meaning is expressed by 
eAnigew émé tt. In the N. T. this ‘is usually 
rendered by amexSéxec@ar. Even in the con- 
‘struction with eis the thing accompanying it is 
not the object of hope, cf. John v. 45; 2 Cor. 
i, 10; only in Ecclus. ii. 9 is the object of 
éAmigey construed with eis (éAmicare eis ayada 
‘kal eis evppoovvyv). Hofmann wrongly at- 


4 


taches importance to whether cis is followed 
by a person or a thing, asserting that in the 
latter case the thing is the object; for it is 
quite as possible to set one’s hope on a thing 
as on a person. Cremer rightly quotes this 
passage asjone of those in which éAmigevy has 
the meaning of ‘setting one’s hope on some- 
thing.” 
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REMARK. — The more recent interpreters take up different positions with 
respect to the view here presented. Wiesinger, Briickner, Schott, Fronmiiller, 
Hofmann, agree with the interpretation of dmoxéAvwic, but are opposed to that 
of éAmifew éxi. Weiss and Zéckler (De vi ac notione voc. étAnic in N. T., 1856, 
p. 15 ff.), on the other hand, are against the latter, but in favor of the former. 
—As regards éAni¢., Zockler: Ea est vis praepositionis éni c. acc. constructae, 
ut finem designet s. localem s. temporalem s. causalem, in quem tendat actus 
verbi. Qui tamen finis s. terminus sperandi ita discernendus est a simplici 
OBJECTO sperandi, ut hoc significet rem, quam sibi obtingere speret subjectum, 
Jinis vero ille simul auctor sit, e quo pendeat vel satisfacere votis sperantis, vel 
deesse ;+ in support of which he justly quotes, in addition to this verse, 1 ‘Tim. 
y. 5 (to which Wiesinger appeals without any justification), and a not inconsid- 
erable number of passages from the LXX.; cf. Weiss also (p. 36 f.). De Wette 
interprets éAniev correctly, but thinks, that, inasmuch as the ow7ypia is con- 
ceived as a yapic, it is at once the ground and the object of the hope. With this 
Brickner agrees, finding, ‘‘in this intermingling, a part of the peculiarity of 
the thought;”’ whilst, on the other hand, Weiss sees in it only a makeshift 
conveying no clear idea at all. With regard to the term droxddupic, Weiss 
explains it as: manifestatio Christi, quae fit in verbo evangelii in hac vita 
(Gerhard). But this interpretation is decidedly opposed to the N. T. usage; in 
no passage is the revelation of which, by the gospel, we become partakers 
described as an aroxaAviic ’Inoot Xpiorod, although droxadirrew is used of the 
different kinds of revealing. The reference to the gospel is an evident importa- 
tion. Weiss raises two objections to the correct view — (1) ‘‘It is, as a matter 
of fact, impossible that the Christian should set his hope on the grace that is to 
be brought at the revelation of Christ.’? But why should this be impossible ? 
How often does it happen that the individual bases his hope for the fulfilment 
of his wish on an event as yet future, but which he is assured will happen! 
(2) “‘That the second coming of Christ is not a revelation of grace at all, but of 
just judgment.’’ But the latter in no way excludes the former; and how could 
the Christian contemplate the second coming of Christ with calm, yes, even 
with joy, if there were no grace ? 


Ver. 14. Second exhortation (extending to ver. 21).— dc rékva braxofe 
does not belong to what precedes (Hofmann), but serves to introduce the 
new exhortation.2— dc does not here introduce a comparison (as ii. 2, 5, 
iii. 7), but marks the essential quality of the subject. Lorinus correctly 
remarks on ii. 14: constat hujusmodi particulas saepe nihil minuere, sed ret 
veritatem magis exprimere ; it corresponds to our “as,” i.e., as becomes you 
.who should be téxva braxonc. —tmaxon is used here as absolutely as in ver. 2, 
and has the same signification as there. The spirit which pervades the life 
of believers is the spirit of obedience, and therefore they should be rékva 
imaxonc. According to the analogy of similar compounds in the N. T., as 
réxva gutoc, Eph. v. 8; its opposite, réxva xarapac, 2 Pet. 11.145 récva tie dpyic, 


1 This interpretation is correct. The only by the correspondence which exists between 
point under dispute is ‘* simul.” téxva. Umaxons and the subsequent exhorta- 

2 Hofmann connects not only these words, tions; and, on the other hand, by aAdd, ver. 
but the subsequent participial clause also: « 15, which is in antithesis to py cvexnmatrgo- 
ovexnpatiGopevor, Kk, T. A., With what precedes. wevor, and therefore not to be separated from 
This, however, is opposed, on the one hand, it, as though it commenced a new paragraph. 
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Eph. ii. 3; particularly vlot ri¢ dneceiac, Eph. ii. 2,—the expression téxva 
bnaxoy¢ may be explained so as that rékva shall denote only the relation in 
which the persons in question stand to the idea of the accompanying geni- 
tive; cf. Winer, p. 223 f. (E. T., 238); Buttmann, p. 141; Meyer on Eph. 
ii. 2 (thus Grotius, Jachmann, ete.; Fronmiiller too). De Wette, Brickner, 
Schott, Weiss, too, most probably, p. 172, take ré«va as the “children of 
God,” and bnaxo7e as the genitive of character (as Luke xvi. 8: 6 oixévoyoc rie 
dduciac; XViil. 6: 6 Kpirne Tie dduxiac). But as it is in ver. 17 that mention 
is first made of the sonship relation of the Christian, it remains at least 
doubtful whether the apostle had in this expression that relation in view; 
at any rate the emphasis here lies not on réxva, but on braxoye. — uh ovoxnuati- 
Guevol]. gf occurs here on account of the imperative cast of the whole sen- 
tence. Neither yevjéyre (Bengel) nor any other similar word is to be supplied 
to the part., inasmuch as it does not correspond to the dys yergonte, but to 
the xara dv Kadéotvta tude ywov (Wiesinger); there is here no “departure 
from the construction” (De Wette). The word ovoynuarivecda, occurring in 
the N. T. only here and in Rom. xii. 2, and nowhere but in later Greek, 
means: “to form his ovijua like that of another ;”+ it has reference not to the 
outward conduct merely, but to the whole outward and inward conformation 
of life, as the connection with the following words shows: raic mpétepov év rR 
ayvoia tuov émbuuiac. The émdvuia, i.e., the sinful desires (not “the satisfied 
lusts, or a life of pleasure,” as De Wette understands), which formerly held 
sway in them, are the syjua, according to which they are not to fashion 
themselves in their new life.2 Luther’s translation is inexact: “take not 
up your former position, when ye in your ignorance lived according to your 
lusts.’? The énv#vyiae are more precisely characterized as formerly belonging 
to them év dyvoia; év specifies not merely the time (Calvin: tempus ignorantiae 
vocat, antequam in fidem Christi vocati essent), but likewise the origin (Wie- 
singer). dyvoa is used here as in Acts xvii. 80, Eph. iv. 18, ignorance in 
divine things, and is to be understood, if not exactly of idolatry, at least of 
heathenism, which is far from the knowledge of the living God and of His 
will. Paul, in Rom. i. 18 ff., shows how the obscuring of the consciousness 
of God is the source of moral corruption. i 
REMARK. — In answer to Weiss, who can see in this passage no. proof that 
the readers were Gentile Christians, Wiesinger justly remarks, Schott and 
Brickner agreeing with him: “The dyvoa of which the Jews (Acts iii, 17; 
Rom. x. 3) are accused, or which Paul attributes to himself, 1 Tim. i. 13 (the 
same applies to Luke xxiii. 34; John viii. 19), is of quite a different kind; not 


« 

1 When, in objection to this, Hofmann urges 
that ovoyymarigecdac should here be inter- 
preted not according to Rom. xii. 2, but on the 
principle of the expression, cuay. Tots Aeyoue- 
vows, —“‘so to conduct one’s self as to give 
adequate expression to the words used,’ — he 
does not consider that in this verse the verb 
has the same force as in Rom. xii. 2, for it 
means, ‘‘ to conform your oxfpa to that which 
your words express.” 


2 Schott terms this interpretation ‘ in- 
exact; ”” for “it is not the lusts themselves, but 
the mode of life which is essentially charac- 
terized by these lusts, according to which they 
are not to fashion themselves; ’? but does then 
é7Ovpiac mean * the mode of Jife ?? Resides, 
Schott himself says that the thought is not 
altogether correctly expressed. 
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an dyvoa of the moral. demands of the law, but the misapprehension of the 
purpose of salvation manifesting itself also through the law.” If Weiss, on 
the other hand, insists (Die Petr. Frage, p. 624) that the invectives of Christ 
most plainly teach how, in the Jewish conception of the law; at that time its 
deeper moral demands were misapprehended; it must, as opposed to him, be 
observed that Christ’s attack was specially directed against the Pharisaic con- 
ception of it, and can in no way be applied to the people of Israel as such. 
Paul, in describing them, expressly allows to the Jews, Rom. ii. 17 ff., the 
ylvwokev 70 béAjua; and an cyvola, in the absolute sense here implied, is nowhere 
east up to them. — The O. T. distinction between ‘‘sins of weakness (7313, 
LXX.: kar’ dyvoiav, év ayvoig) and insolent sins of disobedience”’ (97 73) 
(Weiss, p. 175) does not apply here. : 


Vv. 15,16. dada xara rdv Kadécavta buac Gywv]. Steiger: “this positive 
instruction, instead of forming a participial clause of its own, like the pre- 
ceding (negative), is in animated discourse at once merged into the principal 
clause;” there is, accordingly, nothing to be supplied; still Oecumenius 
explains, in sense, correctly: GaAd viv yodv, Aéyel, TH Kakécavte ovoxnuariCouevor, 
dyiw dvt7t, K.7.2.— dytov is here a substantive, to which the participle «aa. is 
added as nearer definition (cf. 2 Pet. ii. 1), and that by way of strengthen- 
ing the exhortation (“as ye are bound to do, since He hath called you’’). 
The behavior of those called must correspond with the nature of Him who 
has called them. Schott rightly remarks that the «adeiv must here be taken 
as “an effectual calling,” by which the readers are delivered from their state 
of estrangement from God, and introduced into one of fellowship with Him. 
Kal abrol Gyo év naoyn dvaotpodH yevnOnte]. Kali avroi forms the antithesis to roy 
dytov; Schott, incorrectly: “as against what God has, on His part, by His 
calling, done to you and made you.” — év réoy dvaorpogy, not: in (your) whole 
(De Wette), but in (your) every walk.1— yergénre denotes not the becoming, 
but the being ; Luther, correctly: “like Him .. . be ye also holy.” — Ver. 16. 
dors yéyparrat]. di6Tt, i.e., dud todto br, “for this reason because,” indicates the 
reason for the preceding exhortation, and not simply for the use of the word 
dywv (De Wette). The apostle goes back to the command given to Israel, as 
to the reason why the Christians, called as they were by the God of holiness, 
should be holy in their every walk. The holiness of God laid Israel under 
the obligation to be holy, since God had chosen them to be His people; the 
same is the case, as Peter suggests by «adécavra iuac, with the N. T. 
church of believers, the true Israel, on whom, though doubtless in a form 
adapted to them, for this reason the commandments of the O. C. are still 

binding. Schott justly observes that the passage quoted by Peter is not 


1 For it must be observed that in the case of 2 Wiesinger asks why? The reasons are, 
a collective expression, 7as is accompanied by (1) because both in the LXX, and Apocrypha 
the article when the totality is conceived of as of the O. T., as also in the N. T., instead of 
forming one whole; the article is wanting the imper. of elva:, which is but rarely used, 
when it is considered as composed of many; there is very generally the imper. aorist of 


€. 9, mas 6 Aads means “the whole people,”  —yyvowar, in the LXX, translation of 77, 11 
but mag Aads, “all people; ’? when not ‘‘ every (cf. specially Ps. Ixix. 26); (2) because the 
people,” in which case the collective expres- exhortation “be holy’ is more suited to the 


sion is the special idea. condition of Christians than ‘‘ become holy.” 
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meant to establish the duty of holiness in itself, but to show that the fact of 
belonging to God involves as a matter of duty the necessity of a holy walk. 
The expression, which the apostle quotes, occurs more than once in the book 
of Leviticus, xi. 44, xix. 2, xx. 7, 26. 

Ver. 17. From here to the end of the verse the preceding exhortation is 
continued; the connection is shown by the copula xat.—xai ei marépa éxtxa- 
jelobe, corresponding to the &¢ réxva traxojnc, ver. 14. ei is here: “particula 
non conditionalis, sed assertiva, non dubitantis, sed rem notam praesupponentis ” 
(Calvin). The form of the sentence is, however, hypothetical; the sense 
is: “if you act thus and thus, as ye are indeed now doing.” By this form the 
language is made more impressive than it would have been by a simple 
causative particle. — émixareiobat, as medium, means to “call upon” (for the 
meaning “to name,” as Wiesinger, De Wette, Briickner take it, is supported 
in the classics only by a doubtful passage in Dio Cass. xxvii. 7). arépa is 
the accusative of more precise definition (thus Hofmann also); Luther: 
“since ye call on Him the (i.e., as, dc) Father.” The sense is: “if ye look 
on Him as Father who, etc., and ye acknowledge yourselves as His children.” 1 
It is to be noticed that the émateiope corresponds to the xaiécavra, v. 15; 
God has called believers, —and they answer with the call to Him, in which 
they name Him Father. This mutual relationship lays the Christians under 
obligations to be holy as He is holy.2—rév dxpoowrodgntwc Kpivovta TO Exaotov 
épyov, a circumlocution for God full of. significance, instead of the simple 
Tov Oedv, corresponding to the dywv, ver. 15.—dmpoowroAnrtwc, a Gn. Aey., 
formed on the noun mposunoanrrnc (Acts x. 34), which is composed of zpécwrov 
and AayBavew ; see Meyer on Gal. ii. 6. — The present xpivovra indicates that 
impartial judgment is a characteristic function of God. The apostle men- 
tions 7d épyov as that according to which the judgment of God is determined; 
in this connection the plural is generally found (Rom. ii. 6); by the singular 
the whole conduct of man (outwardly and inwardly) is conceived as a work 
of his life. — éxéorov, not without emphasis. It implies that the Christian 
also—a son of God though he be — will, like all others, be judged accord- 
ing to his work; it is arbitrary to limit the application of the general term 
éxaorov to Christians only (Schott); there is no thought here of the distine- 
tion between Jew and Gentile (Bengel). — The term judge, as applied to 
God, stands in a peculiar contrast to rarépa. The Christian, while conscious 
of the love of God shed abroad in his heart (Rom. vy. 5), must still never 
forget that God judges the evil, that His love is a holy love, and that sonship 
involves obligation of obedience towards a just God. — tv ¢6Bw Trav . . . dvac- 
Tpapyte, corresponding to the ayo év méon dvactpooH yev@Onte, yer. 15; the feel- 
ing which harmonizes with the thought of the impartial judge is the goGoc; 
thus Peter places 680g first by way of emphasis. 9680c is here, indeed, not 
the slavish fear which cannot co-exist with love (see 1 John iv. 18), no more 


1 It is possible, and as Gerhard and Weiss in the preceding verses; but here it is not 
(p.172) think probable, that Peter here alludes considered as established by God, but as real- 
to the Lord’s Prayer. ized in practice by the readers, é.e., as sub- 

? Schott rightly remarks that émuxaAcio@a _ jectively known and acknowledged by them. 
is based on the same common relationship as 
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is it the reverence which an inferior feels for a superior (Grotius, Bolten, etc.); 
but it is the holy awe of a judge who condemns the evil; the opposite of 
thoughtless security. Calvin: timor securitati opponitur; cf. chap. ii. 17; 
2 Cor. vii. 1; Phil. ii. 12.1— rdv rie maposciac iuav ypsvov specifies the dura- 
tion of the walk é 468»; mapouia: “the sojourn in a foreign country;” in its 
strict sense, Acts xiii. 17 (Ezra viii. 34, LXX.); here applied to the earthly 
life of the Christian, inasmuch as their «Anpovoyia is in heaven, ver. 1. This 
expression serves to give point to the exhortation expressed, hinting as it 
does at the possibility of coming short of the home; cf. chap. ii. 11. 

Ver. 18. The apostle strengthens his exhortation by reminding his 
readers of the redemption wrought out for them by the death of Christ. It 
is an assumption too far-fetched to suppose that this verse serves to show 
“the causal connection between the protasis and the apodosis of ver. 17” 
(Schott). — eidérec, not “since ye know,” but “considering,” “reflecting ;” 
Gerhard: expendentes ; cf. 2 Tim. ii. 28 and my commentary on the passage. 
—ér ov]. The negation is placed foremost in order the more to give promi- 
nence to the position. — ¢@aproic, dpyupiw 7 Xpvolw]. aprotic is not an adjective 
here (Luther: “with perishable silver and gold”), but a substantive: “with 
perishable things ;” see Winer, p. 491 (E. T., 527). — Benson thinks that by 
apyvpiw 7 xpvoiw the apostle alludes to the custom of paying money as a sion 
of reconciliation, according to Exod. xxx. 12-16; Num. iii. 44-51, xviii. 16; 
this is possible, but not probable. — édurpdénre is here used in its strict signi- 
fication of, to ransom, or redeem by a Airpov (cf. Matt. xx. 28), as in Tit. 
ii. 14, whilst in Luke xxiv. 21 this definite application is lost sight of; 
with the thought, cf. 1 Cor. vi. 20. The ransom is stated in the follow- 
ing verse.—é toe pataiac tuov dvaorpodyc]. Cf. ver. 14. pératoc, “empty, 
without real contents,” does not occur in an ethical sense in the classics; 
LXX. Isa. xxxii. 6 translation of {)8 is not to be limited specially to the 
idolatry of the heathen (Carpzov, Benson, etc.), still less to the ceremonial 
service of the Jews (Grotius).2— matporapadérov belongs to the whole idea 
preceding: pataiac iuav avactpogic (see Winer, p. 489 [E. T., 525]). Aretius 
explains it by innata nobis natura; but this is not appropriate to dvaorpogipe ; 
correctly, Erasmus: quam ex Patrum traditione acceperatis; Steiger: “by 
upbringing, instruction, and example” (thus also De Wette-Briickner, 
Wiesinger, Weiss, Schott). This attribute emphatically shows that the 
patata dvactpogq is peculiar, not to the individual only, but to the whole race, 
and has been from the earliest times, and consequently is so completely 


as the consciousness of liability to err, but 
afterwards more precisely defines the expres- 


1 Weiss (p. 170) thinks that the passage, 
’ Rom. viii. 15, proves Paul’s fundamental views 


of Christian life to have been different from 
those of Peter; this opinion, however, is suf- 
ficiently contradicted by Weiss himself, who 
admits that in 2 Cor. vii. 1, ‘“‘ Paul mentions 
the fear of God as a peculiar mark of the 
Christian’s life, and that he often speaks of a 
fear of Christ.” —Schott insists, in the first 
place, that 680s be understood absolutely 
(without special reference to God as the judge) 


sion as that fear which is anxious that nothing 
should happen which might cause God, as the 
righteous judge, to refuse the inheritance to 
him who hopes to attain it. 

2 Although paraia davactpopy matpoTapa- 
Soros does not necessarily apply to the heathen 
(Schott), yet the expression more aptly charac- 
terizes their mode of life than the Jewish. 
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master of the individual that he cannot free himself from it. — There is 
here no “special reference to Judaeo-Christian readers” (Weiss, p. 181). 
Ver. 19. dAAa ryiw aluari]. tio forms the antithesis to ¢@aproic, in so far 
as the perishable is destitute of true worth. —aivar: refers not only to the 
death, but to the bloody death, of Christ; cf. Heb. ix. 22.—6¢.. . duro 
dudpov Kat doridov Xpiotod]. -¢ .. . doridov is in antecedent apposition to 
Xpiorod (Wiesinger, De Wette-Briickner), as in chap. ii. 7, where likewise 
Oc dobeveotépy oxever is in similar apposition to 76 yvvasceiw (sc. oxeter). It is 
incorrect to supply, with Steiger, Schott, and others, “aivar.” before duvod, 
taking Xporod either as an explanatory adjunct (Steiger), or connecting it 
directly with aivar: (Schott, Hofmann).—dc is also here not merely com- 
parative, as, among others, Schott and Hofmann hold, maintaining that “by | 
éuvod only an actual lamb is meant,” but it emphasizes that Christ is a blame- 
less and spotless lamb (Gerhard, De Wette-Briickner).1— duvoc is, as Briick- 
ner also assumes, to be understood of a sacrificial lamb. This is clear both 
from the connection — since the ransom by the aiua of Christ (Ley. xvii. 11) 
is here in question—and from the attributes duwpoc and domAoc, of which 
the former is used in the O. T. expressly to denote the faultlessness of 
animals taken for sacrifice (ODA, LXX.: duwuoc), — to this class lambs also 
belonged. The precise designation, a lamb, was probably suggested to Peter 
by Isa. liii. 7 (cf. chap. ii. 22 ff.); from this it must not, however, be inferred, 
with Weiss (p. 227 ff.) and Schott, that there is nowhere here any reference 
to the idea of sacrifice. For although the passage in Isaiah compares the 
servant of God to a lamb simply on account of the patience he exhibited in 
the midst of his sufferings, still it is based so wholly on the idea of sacrifice, 
and the sufferings of Christ are so expressly presented as propitiatory, that 
it is easily explainable how, with this passage applied to Him, Christ could 
have been thought of precisely as a sacrificial lamb. Doubtless it is not 
Peter’s intention to give special prominence to the fact that Christ is the 
sacrificial lamb designated by Isaiah’s prophecy; for in that case the definite 
article would not have been wanting (cf. John i. 29, and Meyer in loc.); but 
alluding to the above passage, Peter styles Him generally a /amb, — which, 
however, he conceives as a sacrificial lamb. There is no direct allusion 
(Wiesinger) here to the paschal lamb (De Wette-Briickner, Schott); the 
want of the article forbids it. Hofmann, though he has justly recognized 
this, still firmly holds by the reference to the paschal lamb; only in thus 
far, however, that he terms the slaying of it “the occurrence” which “ was 
here present to the apostle’s mind.”? But the fact that the blood of this 


1 Tf s be taken as instituting & comparison, 
there then arises the singular thought, that the 
blood of Christ is as precious as that of a lamb 
without blemish. Hofmann, indeed, avoids 
this conclusion by supplying to ws not riuiw 
aiwart, but ainare only, and observes that the 
shedding of blood alone (not the shedding of 
precious blood) is compared to the slaying of 
a spotless lamb; but there is not the slightest 
justification for thus separating timim from 


ainart. The apostle would in some way have 
indicated it by prefixing at least a simple 
aimare tO auvov. ; 

* Hofmann says: “The meaning is not 
that the same was done to Christ as to the 
paschal lamb, but the recollection of the pas- 
chal lamb explains only how Peter came to 
compare the shedding of-Christ’s blood with 
the shedding of the blood of a spotless lamb.” 
— As to whether the paschal lamb should be 
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lamb did not serve to ransom Israel out of Egypt, but to preserve them from 
the destroying angel, is opposed to any such allusion. Further, it must not 
be left unnoticed that in the N. T. the paschal lamb is always styled 73 réoya; 
and in the passage treating of it in Exod. xii. in the LXX., the expression - 
mpoBarov only, and never durée, is employed. — The adjunct: é¢ . . . donidov, 
serves to specify particularly the blood of Christ as sacrificial, and not merely 
to give a nearer definition of its preciousness (the zimov), inasmuch as, “ac- 
cording to Petrine conceptions, it is precisely the innocence (denoted here 
by the two attributes) and the patience (conveyed by duvic) which give to the 
suffering its riw7” (as opposed to Weiss, p. 281 f.). The preciousness of 
the blood lies in this, that it is the blood of Christ; its redemptive power 
in this, that He shed it as a sacrificial lamb without blemish and fault.1 — With 
éuapoc, cf. in addition to Ley. xxii. 18 ff, especially Heb. ix. 14. — domaoc 
is not to be found in the LXX., and in the N. T. only metaphorically; the 
two expressions here conjoined are a reproduction of the ¥? pn-3 DA 
lam, Ley. xxii. 18 ff. (Wiesinger). All the commentators construe 
Xpioros with what precedes, Hofmann only excepted, who separates it there- 
from, and connects it with what follows, taking Xpvorod mpveyvwopévov, k.7.A., a8 
an absolute genitive (i.e., “in that... Christ... was foreordained,” etc ). 
But this construction does not specify by whose blood the redemption was 
accomplished, nor does it give a clear logical connection between the thought 
of the participial and that of the principal clause. 


REMARK. —It must be observed, that whilst the power of propitiation, i.e., 
of blotting out sin, is attributed to the blood of the sacrifice, Lev. xvi. 11, the 
blood of Christ is here specified as the means by which we are redeemed from 
the yaraia ivaorpodn. From this, it must not be concluded, with Weiss (p. 279), 
that the blood of Christ is not regarded here as the blood of offering, inasmuch 
‘as the sacrifice can have an expiatory, but not a redemptory, worth;’’ for the 
two are in no way opposed to each other. The expiation is nothing different 
from the redemption, i.e., ransom fromthe guilt by the blood freely shed. The 
redemption, however, which is here spoken of, though, doubtless, not identical 
with expiation, is yet a necessary condition of it,—a circumstance which 
Pfleiderer also fails to observe, when he says that the passage has reference 
only “to the putting away of a life of sin, to moral improvement, not to 
expiation of the guilt of sin.’ ; 


Ver. 20. mpoeyvwouévov uév is indeed not simply and at once prueordinatus 
(Beza), but the foreknowledge of God is, with respect to the salvation He 
was to bring about, essentially a providing; ef. ver. 2: mpdyrworr. In regard 
to Christ it was provided (mpoeyrwouévov refers not directly to duvod, but to 


considered as a sacrificial lamb (Keil on Gen. 
xii.) or not, is a matter of dispute, which 
. cannot be decided here. 

1 Schott, in opposition to this, asserts: 
‘This blood can redeem because it is that of 
the divine Mediator (Xpiords), but it ts valu- 
able in that it is the blood of an innocent 


Saint.” This is, however, erroneous, since 
this blood has power to redeem only, because 
Christ shed it as a sacrifice for propitiation. 
But it is not clear why this blood should not 
even have its full worth from the fact that it is 
the blood of the Mediator. 
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Xpiorod) that He should appear (¢avepudévroc dé) as a sacrificial lamb to 
redeem the world by His blood. The passage does not say that Christ 
would have appeared even though sin had never entered. — pd xaraBodje 
koouov, a frequent designation of antemundane eternity, John xvii. 24; Eph. 
i. 4. This nearer definition specifies the sending of Christ as having origi- 
nated in the eternal counsels of God, in order thus to give point to the 
exhortation contained in ver. 17. — gavepubévtoc dé here of the first appearing 
of Christ, which in this passage is represented as an emerging from the 
obscurity in which He was (chap. v. 4, of His second coming); it is incor- 
rect to refer gavepwbévroc to the obscurity of the divine counsels (as formerly 
in this commentary), since gavepwbérrog applies as much as mpoeyvwopuévov to 
the person of Christ. Between the xpdyrwowr and the garépwou lies the mpo- 
gnreia, ver. 10. Rightly interpreted, gavepwhévroc testifies to the pre-existence 
of Christ.1_ The sequence of the aorist participle on the participle mporyrwo- 
uévov is to be explained from this, that by gavepwbévroc an historical fact is 
mentioned. — én’ éoxyarou tov ypovur]. koyatov: a substantival use of it, “at the 
end of the times.” This éoyarov of the times is here conceived as the whole 
period extending from the first appearance of Christ to His second coming ; 
in like manner Heb. i. 1; otherwise 2 Pet. iii. 38, where by écyarov is meant 
the time as yet future, immediately preceding the second coming of Christ; 
in like manner 1 Pet. i. 5.2— Note the antithesis: xpd xara@. x. and é7’ éoyarov 
rt. xp.: beginning and end united in Christ. — dv tude refers in the first in- 
stance to the readers, but embraces at the same time all é«Aexroi. Believers 
are the aim of all God’s schemes of salvation; what an appeal to them to 
walk év 963w tov ri¢ mapotxiac ypsvov! There is as little here to indicate any 
reference to the heathen (Hofmann) as there was in eic dude, ver. 10. 

Ver. 21. rode dv’ abrod (1.e., Xpicrod) morebovtac (or motovc) ei¢ Oedv]. Tobe: 
the same clausal connection as in vv. 4 and 5.— The construction mortebew 
ei¢ is very frequent in the N. T., especially in John; Christ is for the most 
part named as the object; God, as here, in John xii. 44, xiv. 1. — This 
adjunct, by giving prominence to the fact that the readers are brought to 
faith in God by Christ, confirms the thought previously expressed 6v’ ipde.8 
Nor should it ever have been denied that by it the readers may be recog- 
nized as having been heathens formerly. — rdv éyeipavra abrov &« vexpdv Kad ddEav 
air@ dévra,* not subjoined aimlessly as an accidental predicate applied by the 
apostle to God; but, closely linked on to Oedv, the words serve to describe 


1 Schmid rightly says (Bibl. Theol., IL. p. 
165): “*mpoeyywonévov does not deny the 
actual pre-existence, because Xpurrod includes 
a designation which is not yet realized in the 
actual pre-existence, but will be so only in 
virtue of the davepwOjvar.” 

2 It is indeed correct that, as Schott says, 
the end of the times is so, through the mani- 
festation of Christ; but it is an arbitrary 
assertion to say that ém¢ serves to give more 
prominence and precision to this thought. 

38 Hofmann: **The assertion that Christ 
was foreordained and made manifest for their 


sake is actually justified in this, that they 
have faith in God through Him.”. 

4 Weiss (p. 243) lays stress on Sdévra in 
order to prove the low plane of Peter’s con- 
ception of the person of Christ; yet Christ 
also says, in the Gospel of John, that God had 
given him ¢w%, Kpiows, éfovcia maons capkés, 
Sofa, etc, Paul, too, asserts that God exalted 
Christ, and gifted Him (éxapicaro) with the. 
dvona TO UTép Tav Svoua; there is a similar 
passage, too, in Hebrews, that God has ap- 
pointed or made Him kAnpdvoyos mévtwr. 
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©«ov more nearly as the object of the Christian faith. The conviction that 
God has raised and glorified Christ the Crucified belongs essentially to the 
Christian faith in God; with the first half of this clause, cf. Rom. iv. 24, 
viii. 11; 2 Cor. iv. 14; Gal. i. 1; with the second, John xvii. 5, 22; and 
with the whole thought, Eph. i. 20; Acts ii. 82 f. This adjunct, defining 
Gcov more nearly, is not meant to declare “how far Christ by His revelation 
has produced faith in God” (Wiesinger),—the whole structure of the clause 
is opposed to this, —but what is the faith to which through Christ the 
readers have attained. —déore, not iva (Oecumenius, Luther: “in order 
that;” thus also the Syr., Vulg., Beza, ete.), nor is it itaque, as if a “dei” or 
a “yon”? were to be supplied to eva (Aretius); but “so that,” it denotes the 
fruit which faith in God, who raised up Christ from the dead, has brought 
forth in the readers, which supplies the confirmation that Christ has ap- 
peared for their sake (6/7 abtovc), —tHv niotw buav Kal éAnida eiva cic Ocdv]. Most 
interpreters translate: “so that your faith and your hope are directed to 
God;” Weiss, on the other hand (p. 43), Briickner, Schott, Fronmiiler, 
Hofmann, take it: “so that your faith is at the same time hope toward 
God.” The position of the words seems to favor this last translation, since 
the genitive buoy stands between the two substantives, whilst otherwise 
either judy trav riot Kal éAnida (or tH budv niat.), (cf. Rom. i. 20; Phil. i. 25; 
1 Thess. ii. 12), or tH 7m. x. 2am. duov (cf. Phil. i. 20; 1 Thess. iii. 7), would 
have been expected ;— but this is not decisive, inasmuch as in Eph. iii. 5 
tol¢ dylow GroaréAow abtod Kal mpopyrae occurs. Qn the other hand, the con- 
nection of thought gives the preference to the latter view; for, in the former 
case, not only is it noticeable that “the result is exactly the same as that 
denoted by rod¢ maroc ”’(Weiss); but in it éaxida seems to be nothing more 
than an accidental appendage, whilst in reality it is the point aimed at in 
the whole deduction; that is to say, the truth and livingness of faith (in the 
resurrection and glorification of Christ) are manifested in this, that it is also 
a hope; cf. vv. 3, 6, 9, 13.1 Schott is wrong in thinking that eic Oedv has 
reference not only to éAmida, but at the same time to rj riot; for though 
by ziorw here only mioric cig Ocdv can be understood, yet it is grammatically 
impossible to connect the final ei¢ @e6v, which is closely linked on to éArida, 
likewise with ry rior iuov. — The object of hope is specified in the words 
rov éysipavra abrov, x.7.A.; ib is the resurrection and attainment of the ddga 
which is given to Christ; ef. Rom. viii. 11, 17. 
Ver. 22. From ver. 22 to ver. 25 the third exhortation,? and its subject 
is love one of another. Gerhard incorrectly joins this verse with verse 17, 
and regards vv. 18-21 as a parenthesis. — rac puyxae budv pyvucdrec]. The par- 


1 Weiss is wrong in saying that, according sequent idea; yet it must be observed that in 


to Peter’s view, faith is but the preparatory 
step to hope, since it rather includes the latter. 

2 Hofmann, without any sufficient reason, 
supposes the third exhortation to begin with 
ver. 18, although the amplifications contained 
in vy. 18-21 serve eminently to inculcate the 
preceding exhortation, The expression eiddres 
can be joined either with a preceding or a sub- 


the N. T. the first combination is more fre- 
quent than the second, and that in the latter 
case eidores is always accompanied by a par- 
ticle, by which it is marked as the first word 
of a subsequent set of phrases; Hofmann 
altogether overlooks this. Here undoubtedly 
«at would have been prefixed to eidores, 
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ticiple does not here express the accomplished act as the basis of the exhor- 
tation, as if it were: “after that ye, or since ye, have purified” (Bengel, 
Wiesinger), but it stands closely linked on to the imperative, and denotes 
the duty which must ever be fulfilled (hence the perf.) if the dyamav is to 
be realized (De Wette-Briickner, Schott, Fronmiiller) ;1 Luther, inexactly: 
“make chaste .. . and,” ete. — dyvigev, a religious idea denoting in the first 
instance the outward, and afterwards the inward consecration and sanctify- 
ing also (cf. John xi. 55; Acts xxi. 24, 26, xxiv. 18); in passages too, as 
here, where it expresses moral cleansing from all impurity (here more espe- 
cially from selfishness), it does not lose its religious significance; cf. Jas. 
iv. 8; 1 John iii. 3.2—ép ri braKoy The GAnbeiac]. 7 GApdea is the truth re- 
vealed and expressed in the gospel in all its fulness. — taxon, not “ faith” 
(Wiesinger), but “obedience.” The genitive is not the gen. subj.: “the 
obedience which the truth begets,” but the gen. obj.: “obedience to the 
truth.” This iraxog, however, consists in believing what the truth proclaims, 
and in performing what it requires (thus Weiss also). — The preposition éy 
exhibits traxo7 as the element in which the Christian must move in order 
to procure the sanctification of his soul. —If the reading da mvetpyaroc be 
adopted, the rvetua is not the human spirit, but the Spirit ef God; Luther, 
incorrectly: that the apostle here means to observe that the word of God 
must not only be heard and read, but be laid hold of with the heart. —eic¢ giAa- 
deAdiav dvundkpitov does not belong to the éyarqcare following, either as denot- 
ing the terminus of love, and the sense being: diligile vos in fraternam caritatem, 
i.e., in unum corpus fraternae caritatis ; or as dia (Oecumenius), and thus point- 
ing out the “agency by which;” nor, finally, is it ecbatic: tta ut omnibus 
manifestum fiat, vos esse invicem fratres (Gerhard) ;— but it is to be taken in 
conjunction with 7yvixérec, and specifies the aim towards which the dyvitew 
is to be directed. Sanctification towards love, by the putting away of all 
selfishness, must ever precede love itself. — g:AadeAgia, love of the brethren 
peculiar to Christians: cf. 2 Pet. i.7; Rom. xii. 9,10; 1 Thess. iv. 9. — 
With dvumdxperoc, cf. 1 John iii. 18, where true unfeigned love is described. — 
éx (Kadapac) xapdiac is not to be joined with what precedes, —it being thus a 
somewhat cumbrous adjunct, — but with what follows, setting forth in relief 
an essential element of love; with the expression é xapdiac, cf. Rom. vi. 17; 
Matt. xviii. 385 (dnd rév kapdidv dudv); on the Rec. é« xabapae xupdiac, see 1 Tim. 


1 Hofmann declares himself opposed to both 


tirely unnoticed. He states that the original 
of these interpretations, or rather he seeks to 


meaning of the word ayvos ‘is that purity of 


unite them after a fashion, by assuming that 
the participial clause partakes of the impera- 
tive tone of the principal clause. He likewise 
characterizes personal purification, presup- 
posed by that love which is ever and anon 
manifested, as that which should have been 
accomplished once for all (as if it were possible 
to command that something should have taken 
place) ; he then adds that he who has not yet 
dedicated his soul to brotherly love must do 
so still (!). 

2 Schott leaves this religious reference en- 


mind which regards one thing only as the 
foundation and aim of all practical life, —the 
truly moral.’ Cremer, too, thinks that 
although originally it had the religious sense 
“to dedicate,” it is (John xi. 55, Acts xxi. 24, ~ 
26, xxiv. 18, excepted) as a term. techn. foreign 
to the NW. T., and is here only equal to “to 
purify,” to cleanse ” (without the secondary 
meaning ‘* to dedicate ’’). 

® Calvin’s limitation of the ideais arbitrary : 
“‘veritatem accipit pro regula, quam nobis 
Dominus in evangelio praescribit,”? 
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i. 5.1— dAAgrove dyanfoare éxrevoc]. dyarav is not to be limited, as Wiesinger 
proposes, “to the manifestation of love in act;” the passages, chap. iv. 8, 
1 John iii. 18, do not justify this limitation. —éxrevéc, “with strained ener- 
gies;” it denotes here “the persevering intensity of love” (in like manner, 
Weiss, p. 336; Fronmiiller, Hofmann); Luther translates “ ardently ;” 
Schott without any reason asserts that in all the N. T. passages the word is 
used only in the temporal sense of duration, and therefore is so to be taken 
here; Luke xxii. 24, Acts xii. 5, xxvi. 7,1 Pet. iv. 8, are evidence not for, 
but against, Schott’s assertion. -The chief emphasis lies not on ayarhoate, 
but on é« (xadapdc) xapdiag and éxtevic. 

Ver. 23. dvayeyevynuéva gives the ground of the preceding exhortation, 
by referring to the regeneration from incorruptible seed already accom- 
plished, which, as it alone renders the dyarév éxrevog possible, also demands 
it. Luther: “as those who are born afresh;”’ cf. 1 John iv. 7, v.1. This 
regeneration is described, as to the origin of it, by the words which follow, 
and withal in such a way that here, as in ver. 18, the position is strengthened 
by placing the negation first. —ob« é« omopdc pOaptic, GAA aoeaprov}. 
strictly, “the sowing, the begetting,” is not here used with this active force 
(Aretius: satio incorrupta h. e. regeneratio ad vitam aeternam. Fronmiiller: 
“the energizing principle of the Holy Spirit”), but it is “seed,” because, as 
De Wette says, the epithet suggests the idea of a substance. By omopa gbaprq 
is to be understood not the semen frugum, but the semen humanum (De Wette, 
Wiesinger, Weiss, Schott, Hofmann); cf. John i. 13. — The question arises, 
in what relation do é« oropd¢ aodaprov and did Adyov stand to one another ? 
The direct connection of the figurative expression (o7opa) with the literal 
(Aéyoc), and the correspondence which evidently exists between dddprov and 
Covroc x. uévovtoc, do not allow of the two ideas being considered as different, 
nor of omopé being taken to denote the “ Holy Spirit” (De Wette-Briickner). 
On the other hand, the difference of the prepositions points to a distinction 
to which, from the fact that omopé is a figurative, Ad)o¢ a real appellative 
(Gerhard, Weiss, Schott),? justice has not yet been done. The use of the 
two prepositions is to be understood by supposing a different relation of 
the same thing (of the Adyoc) to the regeneration; in é§ we have its point 
of departure, and not merely its “originating cause” (Hofmann) ;* we have 


oTopay 


1 This participial clause joins itself natur- appearance similar to that which Hofmann 


ally with what precedes, and is not, with 
Hofmann, to be taken with what follows 
(chap. ii. 1); a7ro@éuevor, as odv shows, begins 
anew sentence. The connection proposed by 
Hofmann would give rise to a very clumsy 
phraseology. Were it true that regeneration 
has nothing to do with brotherly love, then of 
course neither has it any thing to do with the 
laying aside of those lusts which are opposed 
to love, spoken of in chap. ii. 1. Hofmann 
says, indeed, that chap. ii. 1 describes the 
contraries of amAdorns (childlike simplicity), 
not of PidadeApia; but is not the opposite of 
the one the opposite of the other also? The 
construction in Rom, xiii. 11 ff. is only in 


understands as occurring here. 

2 Weiss is of opinion that, as an explana- 
tion of the metaphor, dca only can be employed 
with Adyos, not é«, which belongs exclusively 
to the figure. This is, however, incorrect; 
éva would doubtless not have been suited to 
oropa, but é€« might very well have been used 
with Adyov (cf. John iii. 5), indeed, must have 
been so if the Adyos itself were regarded as 
oropd. The two prepositions express, each of 
them, a different relation. 

8 Also in the passages quoted by Hofmann, 
John i. 13, iii. 5; Matt. i. 18,—é« indicates 
more than a mere causal action. 
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the word of God looked upon as the principle implanted in man working 
newness of life (4 Adyoc udutoc, Jas. i. 21); 614, on the other hand, points to 
the outward instrumentality by which the new life is effected. — dia Aoyou 
Cavroc Oeod Kat pévovtoc refers back to ver. 22: év rH bmaKog rI¢ GAnd. ; the Chris- 
tian is laid under obligation to continued sanctification tv bz. 7. d/., inasmuch 
as he has been begotten again to newness of being, by the word of God, i.e., 
the word of truth. —Aéyoc Oecd is every word of divine revelation; here 
especially the word which, originating in God, proclaims Christ, i.e., the 
gospel. Schwenkfeld erroneously understands by it the Johannine Logos, 
which, indeed, even Didymus had considered possible. —On the construc- 
tion of the adj. Govroc and pévovroc, Calvin says: possumus legere tam sermonem 
viventem Dei, quam Dei viventis; he himself prefers the second combination ; 
thus also Vulg., Oecum., Beza, Hensler, Jachmann, etc. Most interpreters 
give preference, and with justice, to the first, for which are decisive both the 
contents of the following verses, in which the emphasis is laid, not on 
the abiding nature of God, but of the word of God, and the position of the 
words — otherwise Gavroc, on account of the subsequent «ai pévovtoc, must 
have stood after @cot. The superaddition of pévovroc arises from the cireum- 
stance that this attribute is deduced from the previous one, and is brought 
in so as to prepare the way for the passage of Scripture (ver. 25: péver) (De 
Wette).1_ The characteristics specified by these attributes are applicable to 
the word of God, not in its form, but in its inner substance. It is diving in 
essence as in effect; and it is enduring, not only in that its results are 
eternal, but because itself never perishes. If the subjoined ei¢ rdv aidva be 
spurious, then without it the uévery must not be limited to the present life.? 
Vy. 24, 25. Quotation from Isa. xl. 6, 8, slightly altered from the LXX. 
in order to confirm the eternal endurance of the word by a passage from the 
Old Testament.’ — dié7, as in ver. 16; the passage here quoted not only 
confirms the idea pévovroc, but it gives the reason why the new birth has 
taken place through the living and abiding word of God (so, too, Hofm.). 
The reason is this, that it may be a birth into life that passes not away. — 
maoa otpé, 1.€:, mac dvOpumoc; CARO fragilitatem naturae indicat (Aretius) ; not 
“all creature existence,” embracing both stones and plants, ete. (Schott), 
for of a plant it cannot be said that it is d¢ yoproc.— de yopro¢ is to be found 


1 Hofmann strangely enough explains the truth which the voice contained. Just as, 


position of cod by assuming it to be placed 
as an apposition between the two predicates to 
which it serves as basis; he accordingly thinks 
the words should be written thus: dua Adyov 
G@vTos, Mcov, kai pevovTos (!). 

2 The word, as the revelation of the Spirit, 
is eternal, although changeable, according to 
its form; to the word also applies what Paul 
says (1 Cor. xv. 54): ‘this corruptible shall 
put on incorruption, and this mortal shall put 
on immortality.” Luther admirably says: 
““The word is an eternal, divine power. For 
although voice and speech pass away, the 
kernel remains, i.e., the understanding, the 


when I put to my lips a cup which contains 
wine, I drink the wiue, allhough I thrust not 
the cup down my throat. Thus it is with the 
word which the voice utters; it drops into 
the heart, and becomes living, although the 
voice remains outside and passes away. There- 
fore it is indeed a divine power, it is God 
Himself.” 

8 The context in no way indicates that the 
apostle had particularly desired to make em- 
phatic “that natural nationalities, with all 
their glory, form but a tie for these earthly 
periods of time” (Schott). 


» 
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neither in the Hebrew text nor in the LX X. — ka? méoa dé£a abrir; instead of 
abrae, the LXX. have dvépézov; in Hebrew, 1101). Incorrectly, Vorstius: Ap. 
nomine carnis et gloriae ejus intelligit praecipue legem Mosis et doctrinas hominum ; 
Calvin, again rightly: omne id quod in rebus humanis magnificum dicitur. — 
é&ypavOn 6 xoproc, «.7.A., gives the point of comparison, that wherein the cdpé 
and its déga resemble the yéproc and its dvéoc; but it does not emphatically 
assert that ‘‘ the relation of the flesh to its glory in point of nothingness is 
quite the same as that of the grass in its bloom” (Schott). —xai 7d dv6oc 
airod ééxece]. aitov, if it be the true reading, is an addition made by Peter, 
for it is to be found neither in the LXX. nor in the Hebrew text. By the 
preterites éinpdvén and éégémece the transitoriness is more strongly marked; 
ef. Jas. i. 11, v. 2. — Ver. 25. Instead of xvpiov, the LXX. have roi Oeod Audv, 
TN. xupiov can hardly have been written on purpose by Peter “ because 
he had in his mind Christ’s word” (Luthardt). James refers to the same 
passage here cited by Peter, without, however, quoting it verbatim. — In the 
following words the apostle makes the application: roiro dé éorw]. todt0 is 
not used “substantively, as the predicate of the sentence, equal to that 
is, namely, eternally abiding word of God is, the word of God preached 
among you” (Schott); but it refers back simply to the preceding 76 fia Kupiov, 
and is equivalent to, “this word, of which it is said that it remaineth for- 
ever, is the word which has been preached among you.” —70d pia 7d ebayye- 
diopév]. Periphrasis for the gospel. In the O. T. it denotes the word of 
promise, here the gospel. Peter identifies them with each other, as indeed 
in their inmost nature they are one, containing the one eternal purpose of 
God for the redemption of the world, distinguished only according to dif- 
ferent degrees of development. — cic tude, i.e., duév; in the expression here 
used, however, the reference to the hearers comes more distinctly into promi- 
nence (cf. 1 Thess. ii. 9, and Lttnemann in loc.).—In the last words Peter 
has spoken of the gospel preached to the churches to which he writes, as the 
word of God, by which his readers are begotten again of the incorruptible 
seed of divine life, so that as such, in obedience to the truth thus commu- 
nicated to them, they must sanctify themselves to unfeigned love of the 


brethren. 
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CHAPTER II. 


Ver. 1. _ Instead of izoxpicec, Breads imoxpiow; correction after the pre- 
ceding déAov, with which it is in signification closely linked on. In like manner 
the reading mdoav katadaniav, & (pr. mn.), for naoac katadaniac, is to be taken as 
an alteration. In A, some vss., téca¢ is wanting before karadadiac ; it could 
easily have fallen aside, inasmuch as the two preceding words are without 
adjectives. — Ver. 2. After aifd7re, most codd. (A, B, C, K, P, &, al.), ete., 
read: ei¢ owtnpiav (accepted by Griesb., Scholz, Lachm., Tisch.). The adjunct 
is wanting in the Rec. (after L, and several min.); it may be omitted, inasmuch 
as an adjunct of this kind is not necessary to the words, év abr absyéire. 
Ver. 8. The Rec. éizep, after C, K, L, P, al., Vulg. (si tamen), is retained by 
Tisch. 7; on the other hand, Tisch. 8 and Lachm. have adopted the simple «i, 
This is supported by A, B, & (m. pr. C has corrected eizep), Cyr., Clem. The 
Rec. seems to have made the alteration for the sake of the sense. — Ver. 5, 
Instead of oixodowetode (Tisch. 7), A**, C, 8, several min., Vulg., Cyr. read éovxo- 
doueiobe (Tisch. 8), which, however, seems to be a correction after Eph. ii. 20. — 
Lachm., and Tisch. 8 read the prep. e/¢ between oixo¢ mvevuatixog and iepatevua 
ay.ov, after A, B, C, &, 5, al., several vss., and K, V. The common reading is 
supported by K, L, P, many min., Vulg., other versions, Clem., etc.; Tisch. 7 
has retained it; De Wette, Wiesinger, Schott, Reiche, have in like manner 
declared themselves in favor of the Rec. ; De Wette speaks of the interpolation 
of cic, ‘as facilitating a transition, otherwise abrupt, to another conception;” 
on the other hand, Briickner and Hofmann prefer the other reading, which is 
attested by weightier witnesses. The ei¢ may be omitted, inasmuch as the 
thought might seem inappropriate that an oixo¢ should be built up to an 
lepdrevua, —T6 before Oe@ is doubtful; for it, are L, P, etc.; against, A, B, C, 
&, al. Lachm, and Tisch. have doubtless correctly omitted it. — Ver. 6. Lott, 
with Griesb., Scholz, Lachm., Tisch., ete., according to almost all the authorities, 
instead of the Rec. 6 «ai, which is to be found only in min. and in Orig. — 
év 7H ypagy]. Rec., after K, L, P, several min., etc.; Tisch. reads, after A, B, 
8,38, 78, €v ypaoy ; Lachm. has adopted 7 ypa¢7, which is found in C, several 
min., Vulg., Hier., Aug. This last reading seems, however, to be only a correc- 
tion, in order to avoid the difficulty which lies in connecting the verb mepueyee. 
with év (77) yoa~y.— Instead of ém ait@, 8 (pr. m.) has ém abtov, which is not 
supported by other witnesses, — Ver. 7. Instead of the dmecovow of the Rec., 
after A, K, L, P, ete. (Tisch. 7, Lachm., Buttm.), Tisch. 8, after B, C, x, al., 
has adopted dmorovorv. Perhaps the Ree. is a correction after ver. 8. — Aidor], 
Rec., after C**, K, L, P, & (pr. m.). al., Thph. — Retained by Tisch.; in its 
stead Lachm. has Aidog ; this reading is found in A, B, C*, several min., Occ. 
Since in Greek it is by no means uncommon that the substantive is often put 
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‘in the same case as the relative which it precedes, Aéov need occasion no sur- 
prise ; as, in addition to this, A/6ov is found in the LXX., Aifoc seems to have 
been the original reading, which became changed into Aiéov, following the LXX. 
and the common usage in Greek. — The words Aiboc . . . ywriac xai are wanting 
in the Syr. ver.; Grotius, Mill, Semler, Hottinger, therefore consider them 
spurious, for which, nevertheless, sufficient justification is wanting. — Ver. 11. 
aréxeoba]. Rec., after B, K, 8, several min., vss., and K, V; retained by Lachm. 
and Tisch., whilst A, C, L, P, several min., read dméyeode, which Buttm. has 
adopted ; see on this the commentary ; Lachm. adds tude, after the Vulg., as 
Tisch. remarks, “ex errore de C.”? — Ver. 12. Instead of émontetoavtec, Rec., 
after A, K, L, P, al., éromrebovre¢ must be read, with Lachm. and Tisch., after 
B, C, 8, al., Thpb., Oec.; on account of the dogdowow following, ‘the present 
could easily have been changed into the aorist. — Ver, 13, dmordynre ody]. Lachm. 
and Tisch. 8 omit oi», after A, B, C, 8, al., Didy., Cassiod.; odv (Tisch. 7) is sup- 
ported only by K, L, P, many min., etc.; it is possible that ody was interpolated 
in order to obtain a firmer connection of thought. In Cod. & (pr. m.) dvéporivy 
is wanting, but is supported by almost all witnesses. — Ver. 14. The Rec., fol- 
lowing C and several min., retains wév after éxdixnow, which had been rightly 
rejected already by Griesbach. — Ver, 18. & has after dsoméracc the pron. tuov. — 
Ver. 19. — Different adjuncts to xapi¢ are found in different codd., as Q<od, Oca, 
Tapa Oe@, Tapa T@ Oe@, which have been all interpolated later, in order to define 
the idea more precisely. —Several min. and C have, instead of ovveidnow Ocod : 
ovveidnov ayadnv ; in A* both readings are combined : ovveidyow Ceod ayabnv. — 
Ver. 20. The Rec. has tovro xupic; this reading Tisch. 8 has retained, as he 
asserts, following B, C, K, L, P, &, etc.; on the other hand, Lachm., Buttm., 
Tisch. 7, read 100T0 ydp xapec, after A. According to Buttm., this reading is 
found also in B (& ?). — Ver. 21. The codices vary between the Rec. (ed. Elzev.) 
inép vuov, buiv, which is found in A, B, C, &, several min., Oec., Amb., ete. 
(Lachm., Tisch. 8) ; drép quar, iuiv in K, L, P, al., Slav., Vulg., Cyr., etc. (Scholz, 
Tisch. 7, Reiche), and inép quar, juiv, in several min., etc. (Rec.). Tisch. 
remarks : Nil probabilius quam juiv vuiv in caussa fuisse, cur bis ab aliis buiv ab 
aliis qyuiv scriberetur. Quod tota oratio ad lectores incitandos instituta est, id 
emendatori magis byiv quam juiv commendabat. According to almost all the 
authorities, duiv is the original reading ; it is possible that, in accordance with 
it, 7u0v was changed into tuev; it is also possible that the application of Xp. 
ératev to the readers alone seemed inappropriate to the copyist, and that he 
changed duov into 7u6v. Wiesinger, Schott, and Hofm. hold 7uév, and Briickner 
iuov, to be the original reading ; the weightiest authorities decide for tuav, — 
® reads dréGavev instead of érafev, supported by general testimony, and in ver. 
23, éAoWdpec (pr. m.) instead of dvredoiddpet. — Ver. 24. The abrod after uoAwm 
(Rec.) is supported only by L, P, & (pr. m.), 40, al., Thph., Oec., whilst A, B, C, 
K, have it not ; Lachm. has accordingly omitted it, whilst Tisch., on the other 
hand, has retained it. Although atrvov is in itself the more difficult, still, on 
account of the preponderating evidence against it, it can hardly be regarded as the 
original reading ; its addition can be explained also partly from the endeavor to 
form this relative clause as similarly as possible to the preceding 6¢ . . . airéc, 
partly from the circumstance that it is to be found in Isa, liii. 5, LX X.; although 
Tisch. says: ob . . . abtod emendatori deberi incredibile est ; nec magis credi- 
bile abtov ex LX X. inlatum esse servato inepte ob. Wiesinger, Briickner, Schott, 
Hofm., hold arod to be original. — Ver. 25. mAaveueva] Rec., after C, K, L, P, 
etc., Thph., Oec.; on the other hand, Lachm. and Tisch., following A, B, 8, 
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ete., Tol., Harl., Fulg., have adopted mAavépevor, which is probably the original 
reading ; the change into 7Aavoyeva was very natural, on account of the mpoBara 
immediately preceding. 


Vv. 1,2. drovéuevo obv . . . énimobpoare].. The admonition which com- 
mences here stands, as ojy shows, in close conmection with what precedes. 
In ver. 22 the apostle had exhorted to unfeigned love one of another, which 
love he shows to be conditioned by dyvitew év rH bmaxoq tHe dAnbetac, and 
grounded on dvayeyevvnuévov eivac; from this deducing the droritecta nacay 
kaxiav, k.7.4., he now exhorts émmopeiv rd Aoysxdv yada. The apostle’s intention, 
explaining at once the connection of this with the foregoing admonition, and 
the relation in which the thought of the participial clause drodéuevor stands 
to that of the imperative ér:moffoare, is that the Christians should show 
themselves récva braxoye (i. 14), not each for himself, but united together, 
an oikog mvevuarixde (ver. 5), yévoc éxAexrov, x.7.4. (ver. 9). Schott acknowledges 
this reference (unjustifiably denied by Hofmann) to the unity of the church; 
it explains why the apostle mentions those sins only which stand in direct 
antagonism to the @AadeAdia dvumdxpitoc (i. 22). The participle drobéuevor 
stands to émoffoare in the same relation as dvawoduevor to éAricate in chap. 
i. 18; it is therefore not equal to postquam’deposuistis, but expresses the 
continued purification of the Christian; comp. Eph. iv. 22; Heb. xii. 1; 
specially also Col. iii. 8; and for the whole passage, Jas. 1. 21. — ndoav 
kakiav, k.7.A.]. Calvin: non est integra omnium enumeratio quae deponi a nobis 
oportet, sed cum de veteri homine disputant Apostoli, quaedam vitia praeponunt 
in exemplum, quibus illius ingenium designant. kKaxia means here, as in Col. 
iii. 8, not generally, “wickedness,” but specially “malice,” nocendi cupiditas 
(Hemming). doav denotes the whole compass of the idea: “every kind of 
malice.” The same is implied by the plural form in the words following 
broxptoete, etc. ; in macac xatadadiac both are combined. ‘The same and simi- 
lar ideas to those here expressed are to be found conjoined elsewhere in the 
N. T.; comp. Rom. i. 29, 80. “The admonitions which follow are in essen- 
tial connection with this comprehensive exhortation ; comp. chap. ii. 22 ff.; 
especially chaps. iii. 8 ff., iv. 8 ff., v. 2 ff.” (Wiesinger). For the force of 
the separate terms, comp. lexicon.!— «aradadia occurs only here and in 2 
Cor. xii. 20; in the classics the verb is to be found, never the subst. — 
Ver. 2. de dpriyévenra Bpédn is not to be connected with arobéuevot, but with 
what follows. It does not mark the childlike nature of the Christians, but, 
in view of the goal of manhood yet afar off, is meant (referring to i. 23: 
dvayeyevynuévor) to designate the readers as those who had but recently been 
born again.? In Bengel’s interpretation: denotatur prima aetas ecclesiae 
N. T., a false reference is given to the expression. The particle dc is here 
also not used with a comparative force only; comp. chap. i. 14. — 70 
Aoytxdv Gdohov yada éxirobjoate]. yada is not here contrasted with Bpdua, as in 


1 Augustin: ‘‘malitia maculo delectatur 2 It must be observed that the expression 
alieno; invidia bono cruciatur alieno; dolus was used by the Jews also to designate the 
duplicat cor; adulatio duplicat linguam; de- proselytes; corroborating passages in Wet- 
trectatio vulnerat famam.” stein in loc. 
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1 Cor. ili. 2, or with oreped rp067, as in Heb. v. 12; but it denotes the word 
of God, in that it by its indwelling strength nourishes the soul of man. 
The term yaa, as applied by the apostle, is to be explained simply from 
the reference to dpryévyyta Roéon (Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann). This view 
results quite naturally from the comparison with chap. i. 22, 23. If Peter 
had intended to convey any other meaning, he would have indicated it so as 
to have been understood.! — Aoyxxédv does not state an attribute of evangelical 
doctrine: “rational;” Gualther: quod tradit rationem vere credendi et vivendi, 
nor even in the sense that this (with Smaleius in Calov.) might be inferred: 
niht! credendum esse quod ratione adversetur ; but it is added in order to mark 
the figurative nature of the expression ydAa (to which it stands related simi- 
larly as in chap. i. 13: ric deav. du. to Tae dodbac), so that by it this milk is 
characterized as a spiritual nourishment. Luther: “spiritual, what is drawn 
in by the soul, what the heart must seek;’’ thus, too, Wiesinger, Schott, 
Briickner, Fronmiiller, Hofmann. It has here the same signification as in 
Rom. xii. 1, where it does not mean “rational” as contrasted with what is 
external (De Wette). The interpretation on which Aoyindy yada is taken 
as equal to yéAa rod Adyov, lac verbale, is opposed to the usus loquendi (it is 
supported by Beza, Gerhard, Calov., Hornejus, Bengel, Wolf, and others). 
Nor less so is the suggestion of Weiss (p. 187), that by “Aoysov is to be 
understood that which proceeds from the Aoyoc (i.e., Word);” thus yadda 
Aoyexév would be the verbal milk of doctrine.? The second adjective: ddorov 
(ar. Aey.), strictly “without guile,” then “pure, unadulterated,” is not meant 
to give prominence to the idea that the Christians should strive to obtain 
the pure gospel, unadulterated by heretical doctrines of man, but it specifies 
purity as a quality belonging to the gospel (Wiesinger, Schott).? It is, 
besides, applicable, strictly speaking, not to the figurative yada, but only 
to the word of God thereby denoted (Schott).4— éninodjoare expresses a 
strong, lively desire, Phil. ii. 26. Wolf: Ap. alludit ad infantes, quos sponte 
sua et impetu quodam naturali in lac maternum ferri constat. The conjecture 
of Grotius: énurorivere, is quite unnecessary. — iva év abt avéybqre). iva, not 
&xBatixoc, but redcac; it states the purpose of the émumosjoure. év is more sig- 
nificant than da, equivalent to “in its power.” The verb aiéybpre, used in 
connection with dprryevy. Bpégn, denotes the ever further development and 
strengthening of the new life. Although the aim which the apostle has in 


1 Calvin understands yada to mean: “ vitae 
ratio quae novam genituram sapiat;” Hem- 
ming: ‘ consentanea simplici infantiae vivendi 


God is Christ Himself, who is preached and 
revealed in the word.” ( 
2 Besides, how does this agree with Weiss’s 


ratio; ’’ Cornelius a Lapide: “‘symbolum can- 
doris, sinceritatis et benevolentiae.” All these 
interpretations are contradicted by the fact 
that yada is not a condition of life, but means 
of nourishment. It is altogether arbitrary to 
explain yada to be the Lord’s Supper (Estius, 
Turrianus, Salmeron), or as meaning Christ 
as the incarnate Logos (Clemens Al. in Pae- 
dag., i.c. 6; Augustin in 7ract. lii., in 1 Zp. 
John); Weiss, too, is mistaken, when he says: 
“The nourishment of the new-born child of 


opinion, that yéAa means Christ Himself? 
The verbal Ohrist ?! 

8 Wolf: “lac adoAov ideo appellari puto, ut 
indicetur, operam dandam esse, ne illud tra- 
ditionibus humanis per xamnAevovtas Tov Aoyov, 
2 Cor. ii. 17, corruptum hauriatur.” 

4 Hofmann rightly observes: ‘‘ What tends 
to the Christian’s growth may be compared 


eto the pure milk which makes the chlld to 


thrive at its mother’s breast, and therefore it 
is termed 7d AoytKov adoAov yada,” 
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view in his exhortation is to mark the destination of Christians to be an 
olkoc mvevparixoc, still it is incorrect to affirm that adéno7re has reference, not 
to the growth of the individual, but (with Schott) only to the transforming 
of the church as such, “to the conception of a building which is being 
carried up higher and higher to its completion.” Apart from the fact that 
abtdvecda plainly refers back to dprry. Boéon, and is not equivalent to “to.be 
built up,” it must be remarked that the church can become what it should 
be, only by individual members growing up each of them ever more and 
more to the dvyp réAeoc.— cig owrnpiav, omitted in the Rec., states the final 
aim of all Christian growth. Schott’s explanation, that by owrnpia “the 
final glorious transfiguration of the church” is meant, is only a consequence 
of his erroneous and one-sided reference of the apostle’s exhortation to the 
church as such. 

Ver. 3. ei (eimep) éyeboaode, br, x.7.A.]. Based on the Old Testament pas- 
sage, Ps. xxxiv. 9: yetoaode kal ete, bte xpnoTd¢ 6 Kbpioc; the words kai idete are 
omitted, not being suitable to the figure yéau.—éi is here, as in ver. 17, 
hypothetical indeed: “if,” but it does not express a doubt; thus Gerhard 
correctly explains eizep: non est dubitantis, sed supponentis, quod factum sit. 
Comp. Rom. viii. 9; 2 Thess. i. 6. — yebouae is used here of inward experi- 
ence, comp. Heb. vi. 4, 5; it alludes to the figurative )dAa, inasmuch as the 
Christian tastes, as it were, of the kindness of the Lord in the spiritual milk 
tendered to him. The apostle takes for granted that the Christians had 
already made inward experience of the goodness of their Lord (xipioc; in 
the Psalms, God ; here, Christ), not merely in the instruction which preceded 
baptism, or in baptism itself (Lorinus), or cum jidem evangelii susceperunt 
(Hornejus), but generally during their life as Christians; as the new-born 
child, not once only, but ever anew, refreshes itself on the nourishment 
offered by a mother’s love. With such experience, it is natural that be- 
lievers should ever afresh be eager for the spiritual nourishment, in the 
imparting of which the ypyorérn¢ of the Lord is manifested: nam gustus 
provocat appetitum (Lorinus).1— érz, not equal to quam (Grotius), but “ that.” 
—xpnotic, “kind, gracious,” not exactly suavis (Grotius: ut a gustu sumta 
translatio melius procedat); in this sense it would be more applicable to ydda 
than to «ipuc. — Several interpreters assume that in ypyorée Peter plays upon 
the word Xpuoréc; but this is more than improbable. 

Vy. 4, 5. The structure of this new exhortation is similar to that of the 
previous sentence, to which it belongs in thought, externally (6y) as inter- 
nally, inasmuch as the imperative (oi«odoueio#e) is preceded by a participle 
(xposepxouevor), and an adjunct introduced by dc, defining the subject more 
nearly. — Starting from 6 xipue the apostle says: mpdc dv Tpooepxouevor]. Tpocép- 
xecda: (elsewhere in the N. T. always construed with the dative) denotes the 
going spiritually to the Lord; the Christian does indeed already live in 


1 Schott insists ‘‘ that the apostle is not here 
anxious about the readers’ desire in general 
for the word, but that such desire should be 
combined with the purpose of finally attaining 
salvation.” But is there anywhere a desire 
after the word of God without such intent? 


Nothing in the context indicates that that in 
which the xpyorétys of the Lord is manifested 
is ‘those rare moments of heavenly joy in 
which this life is a foretaste of eternal glory” 
(Schott). 
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union with Christ, but this does not exclude the necessity of becoming 
united ever more completely with Him (thus also Hofmann).! Luther, 
incorrectly: “to whom ye have come,” as if it were the part. praet.; Hor- 
nejus well puts it: non actum inchoatum, sed continuatum designat. — Aibov Govra, 
in apposition to év; it is not necessary to supply oc (Wolf). What follows 
shows that the apostle had in his mind the stone mentioned in the prophecies, 
Ps. exviii. 22 and Isa. xxviii. 16 (cf. Matt. xxi. 42; Acts iv.11; Rom. ix. 33). 
The want of the article points to the fact that the apostle was more con- 
cerned to lay stress on the attribute expressed in Aiduc tiv, than to draw 
attention to the fact that in these passages of the O. T. Christ is the prom- 
ised Aisoc. In using this ‘term, Peter had already in view the subsequent 
oixodoueiobe. ‘The church is the temple of God, the individual Christians are 
the stones from which it is built; but Christ is the foundation-stone on 
which it rests. In order that the church may become ever more completed 
as a temple, it is necessary that the Christians should unite themselves ever 
more closely with Christ. The apostle enlarges on this thought with refer- 
ence to those predictions. — The explanatory adjective is added, as in ver. 2, 
to the figurative Ai#ov; and by it, on the one hand, the expression is marked 
as figurative, ne quis tropum nesciret (Bullinger); and, on the other, the 
nature peculiar to this stone is indicated. ¢ovra is to be taken here as in John 
vi. 51 and similar passages. Flacius, correctly: dicitur Christus lapis vivus, 
non tamen passive, quod in semet vitam habeat, sed etiam active, quia nos mortuos 
vivificat.2— ond dvOpoTur uév arodedoxiuaopévov, a nearer definition, according 
to Ps. exviii. 22 What is there said specially of the builders, is here 
applied generally to mankind, in order that a perfect antithesis may be 
obtained to the rapa de Oc. The want of the article rv does not warrant 
a toning-down of the interpretation to mean “by men,” i.e., by some or by 
many men (Hofmann). The thought is general and comprehensive; the 
article is wanting in order to emphasize the character of those by whom 
Christ is rejected, as compared with God (Schott). Believers are here 
regarded “as an exception” (Steiger). — mapa d& O&@ éxAextov, évtiuov, after 
Isa. xxviii. 16; Peter has, however, selected two attributes only; that is to 
say, he passes over the characteristics of the stone itself, and its relation 
to the building, giving prominence only to its value in the sight of God” 
(Steiger). Both adjects. form the antithesis to drodedox.; éAexroe is neither 
equal to eximius (Hemming) nor to mpoeyrwcuévoc (Steiger); but “elect,” ie., 


1 The single passage, 1 Macc. ii. 16, by no reference to the conception of the saxum 


means proves that ‘mpocépyeoOar mpds has in 
itself a stronger force than mpocépx. cum dat. 
(as against Hofmann). According to Schott, 
by mpocépx. is meant: ‘not the individual 
Christian’s deepening experience of commu- 
nity of life with Christ, but only the conduct 
of the believer, by which, as a member of the 
church, he gives himself up to the Lord as 
present in His church, in fact to the church 
itself’? 

2 De Wette (as opposed to Clericus and 
Steiger) is right in refusing to see here any 


vivum as opposed to broken stones (Virg., 
Aen., i. 171; Ovid., Metam., xiv. 741). Inap- 
propriate is Schott’s opinion, ‘that gay indi- 
cates that by the self-unfolding(!) of His 
divinely human life, Christ causes the church 
to grow up from Himself the foundation 
stone.” Hofmann would erroneously exclude 
the second of the above-mentioned ideas from 
the Acdov g@vra, although it is clearly indicated 
by the very fact that, through connection with 
the stone, Christians themselves become living 
stones. 
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chosen as the object of love; cf. 1 Tim. v. 21.— apa 0c, not a Deo (Vulg.), 
but évdmuov tov Oov, coram Deo, Deo judice, “with God.” Worthy of note is 
the “antagonism between the human judgment and the divine” (Wiesinger), 
the former given effect to in the crucifixion, the latter in the glorification of 
Christ. — Ver. 5. Kat abtol dc Aidor Cavtec oiKodoueiobe], Kal adtoi places the 
Christians side by side with Christ (Wiesinger inappropriately takes airoi as 
also applying to the verb oixodou.). As He is a living stone, so are they also 
living stones, i.e., through Him. The explanation: cum lapidibus comparan- 
tur homines, qui, quoniam vivant, vivi lapides nominantur (Carpzov, Morus), is 
inadequate. Further, d¢ Aida. fovrec states the qualities which the readers 
already possessed, not those which they were to obtain only through the 
oixodoueiova: (Schott); that unto which they should be built is stated in what 
follows. — oixodousicbe is, according to the structure of the sentence, not in- 
dicative! but imperative.2 The objection that the verses following are 
declarative, may be quite as well used for the imperative force of that which 
precedes. them. If vv. 4, 5, serve as the basis of the foregoing exhortation, 
this turn of the thought would also be expressed.. Several interpreters (as 
Luther and Steiger) incorrectly regard the verbal form as middle; it is 
passive; “be ye built up,” ie., “let yourself be built up,” i.e., by Christ, as 
Corresponding with the reading 
éxouxodoueiove super illum, i.e., Christum, is generally understood; an, unneces- 
sary supplement; the thought is: that (not on which) the Christians should 
let themselves be built up, to that, namely, which the following words state. 
— oixoc mvevuarundc eic tepdtevua Gyov |. In the Rec. without eic the two concep- 
tions are co-ordinate, both stating the end of the ofodoueicba: “to the spiritual 
house, to the holy priesthood ;” but if the reading oik, mp. ele iepar. ay. be adopted, 
then “iepar. dy. is the further result of the being built up to the spiritual 
house” (Bruckner). Hofmann holds that olxoc xy. is in apposition to the 
subject contained in oikodousiobe, and that sic iepatevua Gy. alone is directly 
dependent on oixodoueicfe; the former view is, however, more expressive, 
inasmuch as it prominently shows that the Christians should be built up to 
a spiritual house. oixoc rv. contains the expression of the passive, iepar. éy., 
on the other hand, that of the active relation of the church to God (Wie- 
singer, Schott, Brickner). The dissimilarity of the two ideas seems to be 
opposed to the reading ele, since an oixe¢ cannot be transformed into a depa- 
tevua; but this difficulty disappears if it be considered that the house here 
spoken of is built of living stones. It is clearly not the case that e’¢ serves 
only to facilitate an otherwise abrupt transition to a new idea (De Wette, 
Wiesinger). — oixog means, in the first instance, “house,” and not “temple;” 
nor does the attribute rvevarixédc mark it-as a temple. We must either hold 


the foregoing mpdc by mpocepyéuevoe shows. 


1 Hornejus, Bengel, Gerhard, etc.; more 


necessarily be indicative in form, ‘because 
recently, Wiesinger, Weiss, Hofmann. 


the words subjoined to xpyortds 6 x¥ptos must 


2 Beza, Aretius, Hottinger, Steiger, De 
Wette-Briickner, Luthardt, Schott, etc. 

8 The structure of the clause is in favor of 
the imperative, inasmuch as it is thus brought 
into conformity with the imperative preceding. 
When Hofmann asserts that the sentence must 


state that to which the goodness of Christ 
brings them,” he does so without reason, for 
the clause may also state that to which they 


should allow the goodness of Christ to lead 
them. 
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by the conception “house” (Luthardt, Hofmann),! or assume that by the 
house Peter thought of the temple. The latter view deserves the preference 
on account of the close connection with what follows: comp. the passages 
1 Cor. iii. 16, 17; 2 Cor. vi. 16; 1 Pet. iv. 17.—vevuatide is the house 
raised from “living stones,” in contradistinction to the temple built from 
dead ones, inasmuch as their life is rooted in the Spirit of God, and bears 
His nature on it.? — ieparevua is here not the “ office of priest” (2 Mace. ii. 17), 
but the “ priesthood” (comp. Gerhard: coetus s. collegium sacerdotum); comp. 
ver. 9; Exod. xix. 6; “not instead of (esei¢ Gyr, but including the essential 
idea of a community” (De Wette). It has unjustly been maintained that 
if the reading ec be adopted, ieparevua must be understood of the priestly 
office. dyov subjoined to éepérevxua does not mark a characteristic of the 
lepatevua of the New as distinguishing it from that of the Old Testament, 
but one which belongs essentially to the ieparevya (of course “as ordained by 
God,” Hofmann) as such. Here, too, there lies in the connection of thought 
a special emphasis on éyiov, inasmuch as without sanctification the priestly 
calling cannot be truly fulfilled. — dvevéyxar rvevpatixdc Ovoiac is closely con- 
joined both in form (see Winer, p. 298 f. [E. T., 317]) and purport with 
what precedes, pointing out as it does the function of the iepérevua. This 
consists, as under the Old Covenant, in offering sacrifice. The word dyva- 
¢épev, Which is never used by Paul, has not indeed in the classics, but in 
the LXX., in the Epistle to the Hebrews, and in the Epistle of James, the 
meaning “to sacrifice ;” strictly speaking, “to bring the offering to the altar.” 
— The 6@voia which the N. T. priesthood, i.e., the Christian Church in all 
its members, has to offer, are called mvevuarixai, because they have their origin 
in the zveipa, and bear on them its nature and essence.? Cf. with this Rom. 
xii. 1; Heb. xiii. 15, 16. — edmpoodéxtovs 7d Ged]. ebnpdodextoc (Rom. xv. 16), 
equivalent to ebdpectoc (Rom. xii. 1, xiv. 18; Phil. iv. 18, and other pas- 
sages). — dia ’Inood Xpisrov belongs not to oixodoueicbe (Beda), but either to 
ebmpood. T, Oe (Luther: per Christum fit, ut et mea opera a Deo aestimentur, 
quae alias non culmo digna haberet; Bengel, Steiger, Wiesinger, Hofmann, 
ete.), or to dvevéyxac (Grotius, Aretius, De Wette, Weiss, etc.).4 No doubt 
Heb. xiii. 15 might be appealed to in support of the latter construction ; 
but in favor of the former are, (1) That the dvevéyxac as a priestly function 
stands in such close connection with iepdrevua cy. that it seems out of place 


generalis nostri oblatio, neque enim offerre 
quicquam possumus Deo, donec illi nos ipsos 


1 Luthardt: ‘‘oikos is not equal to vads ; 
nor in the context is a temple alluded to, for 


the emphasis lies on mvevmatixds. olkos is 
chosen because of oixodometade: be ye built as 
a spiritual house! To this is joined, ‘to an 
holy priesthood.’” 

2 Schott finds the antithesis therein, that in 
the O. T, temple “ the indwelling of God was 
confined to the holy of holies, and visible to 
the eye” (?); whilst, on the contrary, in the 
Christian Church there is ‘a real and direct 
indwelling of God.” 

3 Calvin says in what they consist: ‘inter 
hostias spirituales primum locum obtinet 


in sacrificium obtulerimus, quod fit nostri 
abnegatione; sequuntur postea preces et gra- 
tiarum actiones, eleemosynae et omnia pietatis 
exercitia.” 

4 Briickner and Schott think it is correct to 
connect dca "I. Xp. not with avevéyxar only, but 
with the entire thought; but it is self-under- 
stood that in the first combination, not the 
mere avahéperv, but the avahépery mvevmarikas 
@voias, «.T.A., Must be considered as effected 
by Christ. 
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to suppose a medium (é2 ’Ijo. Xp.) in addition; and (2) With dvevéyxar mvevu. 
gvotac the idea is substantially completed, edxpood. being a mere adjunct, to 
which therefore 6a ’l. Xp. also belongs. 


REMARK. — In this description of the Christians’ calling, the apostle’s first 
object is not to state the difference between the church of the Old and that of 
the New Covenant, but to show distinctly that in the latter there is and should 
have been fulfilled what had aforetime indeed been promised to the former, but 
had appeared in her only in a typical and unsatisfactory way. The points of 
difference are distinctly set forth. Israel had a house of God ; the Christian 
Church is called to be itself that house of God. That house was built of inani- 
mate stones, this of living stones; it is a spiritual house. Israel was to be a 
holy priesthood, but it was so only in the particular priesthood introduced into 
the church ; the Christian Church is called to be a deparevya dytov in this sense, 
that each individual in it is called upon to perform the office of priest. The 
sacrifices which the priests in Israel had to offer were beasts and the like ; those 
of the Christians are, on the other hand, spiritual sacrifices, through Christ, 
well-pleasing to God. — The idea of a universal priesthood, here expressed, is 
opposed not only to the catholic doctrine of a particular priesthood, but to all 
teaching with regard to the office of the administration of word and sacrament 
which in any way ascribes to-its possessors an importance in the church, resting 
on divine mandate, and necessary for the communication of salvation (i.e., 
priestly importance). 


Ver. 6 gives the ground for the exhortation contained in vv. 4, 5, by a 
quotation of the passage, Isa. xxviii. 16, to which reference was already 
made in ver. 4.—diérv]. ef. 1. 24. — repiéyer év 7H. ypadp: AN UNCOMMON con- 
struction, yet not without parallel; see Joseph., Anit., xi. 7: BotAoua yivecdat 
Tavta, Kaba év abrp (1.€., émiotoAM) mepéxer; indeed, repréyerw is more than once 
used to denote the contents of a writing, see Acts xxili. 25; Joseph., Antt., 
xi. 9: «al 9 ev emioroAn Tadta mepietyev. Hither 7 mepwy7 (or 6 rémoc) must, with 
Wahl, be supplied here as subject; or, better, mepéyee must be taken imper- 
sonally as equal to continetur; cf. Winer, p. 237 [E. T., 252]; Buttmann, 
p. 126 [E. T., 144]. —The words of the passage in the O. T. (Isa. xxviii. 
16) are quoted neither literally from the LXX. nor exactly according to the 
Hebrew text. In the LXX. it is: idod, éyo éuBadaw cic rd OeueQua Soy (instead 
of which we have here, exactly as in Rom. ix. 33: idod, ridque év Zudv) 2i0ov 
nodvreay (this adject. here omitted) ékAextdv dxpoywriaiov (these two words 
here transposed) évrimov eic ra Oeuérca abrie (the last two words éi¢ . . . aitag 
here left out) Kai 6 morebwr (éu’ abrH added) od ui) katwoyvvdy (Rom. ix. 33: 
kat wa 6 moTebwy én’ adrg ob KaTatoyvvOjcera). Whatever may be understood 
by the stone in Zion, whether the theocracy, or the temple, or the house of 
David, or the promise given to David, 2 Sam. vii. 12, 16 (Hofmann), this 
passage, which certainly has a Messianic character, —inasmuch as the 
thought expressed in it should find, and has found, its fulfilment in Christ, 
—is not here only, but by Paul and the Rabbis (see Vitringa, Ad. Jes., I. 
p: 217), taken to refer directly to the Messiah, who also, according to Delitzsch 
(cf. in loc.), is directly meant by the stone (“this stone is the true seed of 
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David, manifested in Christ”). Luther, following Oecumenius and Theo- 
phylactus, assumes that Christ is called Az@o¢ dxpoywv. because He has united 
Jew and Gentile together, and out of both collected the one church; this 
Calvin, not entirely without reason, calls a subtilius philosophari. In the 
words: kai 6 motebwv, «.7.4., miotedwv corresponds to mpocepyouevor, ver. 4. ob 1) 
xatatoxyvvdy does not refer to the glory which consists for the believer in this, 
“that he, as a Ai#oo Gav, will form part of the olxoc xv.”” (Wiesinger), but to 
“the final glory of salvation which is the aim of the present morebew” 
(Schott) ; cf. ver. 2: ei¢ owrnpiav.} 

Ver. 7. duiv obv 4 Tih Toic motebovow]. Conclusion, with special reference to 
the readers, tyiv, drawn from ver. 6 (oiv), and in the first instance from the 
second half of the O. T. quotation, for roi¢ morebovow evidently stands related 
to 6 morebwv én’ aire, hence the definite article. On the position of roi¢ mor., 
ef. Winer, p. 511 [E. T., 549]; only, with Winer, it must not be interpreted : 
“as believers, i.e. if ye are believers,” but, ‘‘ ye who are believers.” — From 
the fact that 7 ru% echoes évrmov, ib must not be concluded that 7 ryu% here 
is the worth which the stone possesses, and that the meaning is: “the worth 
which the stone has, it has for you who believe” (Wiesinger). The clause 
would then have read, perhaps: iyiv ody 6 Aidoc gore 7 Tun, or the like. 4 tyuA 
stands rather in antithesis to caraoyvv6jva, and takes up positively what had 
been expressed negatively in the verse immediately preceding. Gerhard: 
vobis, qui per fidem tanquam lapides vivi super eum aedificamini, est honor coram 
Deo (so, too, De Wette-Briickner, Weiss, Schott); tuiv, sc. gore: “ yours there- 
fore is the honor;” the article is not without significance here; the honor, 
namely, which in that word is awarded to believers (Steiger). — rvi¢ mored- 
ovow: an explanatory adjunct placed by way of emphasis at the end. — 
areibovor [amorovow] dé: antithesis to toi¢ muorevovow 5 anebeiv denotes not only 
_ the simple not believing, but the resistance against belief; thus also dmorodo.w 

here, if it be the true reading. Bengel wrongly explains the dative by: 
quod attinet; it is the dat. incommodi (Steiger, De Wette, etc.). The words: 
Aidoc (Aibov) . . . ywvriac, are borrowed literally from Ps. exvili. 22, after the 
LXX. What is fatal for unbelievers in the fact that the stone is become 
the corner-stone (xed. yor. equals 2.0. dxpoy.) is stated in the following words, 
which are taken from Isa. viii. 14: Div says 22 1a).2 In a manner 
similar, though not quite identical, these passages of the O. T. are woven 
together by Paul in Rom. ix. 33. The words do not denote the subjective 
conduct of the unbelievers (according to Luther, the occasion of stumbling 
or offence which they find in the preaching of the cross), but the objective 
destruction which they bring upon themselves by their unbelief (Steiger, 
De Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, Fronmiiller); cf. Luke xx. 17, 18, 
where the corner-stone is also characterized as a stone of destruction for 
unbeliévers. It is therefore without any foundation that Hofmann asserts 
“the thought that, to the disobedient, Christ is become the corner-stone 


1 Hofmann is wrong in asserting that it is as the corner-stone, must not be understood, 
here said ‘‘ that ov un KaTaroxvvOn is meant to with Gerhard and Steiger, as one on which 
call back to mind the «is cwrypiav in ver. 2.” one stumbles and falls. This is not contained 

2 Schott rightly observes that cepary ywvias, in the idea, corner-stone, in itself. 


! 
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seems impossible,” if dme:dodow be taken as the dat. incommodi. So that it 
js in no way necessary to accept a construction so uncommon as that adopted 
by Hofmann, who considers the two clauses: dpiv... oixodouvrvtec to be, 
with an omitted oy, in apposition to the following otroc, looking on 7 riuA as 
a kind of personal designation of the stone, and separating the three follow- 
ing expressions: ic Keg. yor., 240. mpoxou., and mérpa oxavd. in such a way as 
to refer the first to believers, and the other two to unbelievers, although no 
such division is anywhere hinted at. : 

Ver. 8. of xpooxdérrovor links itself on to dmewodar, «.7.A,: “that is, to those 
who,” ete., not to what follows, as if ioe were to be supplied: “they who 
stumble are those who are,” etc. —xpooxénrew has here the same meaning 
as that contained in the last words, but the turn of the thought is different ; 
there, it is shown what Christ is become to the unbelievers, namely, the 
ground of their destruction; here, on the contrary, that they are really 
overtaken by this destruction; Lorinus explains mposcxérrovo. incorrectly : 
verbo offenduntur et scandalizantur, id blasphemant et male de illo loquuntur. — 
It is better to connect ré Adyw with dredovvrec than with 
mpooxorrova: (either: “ who at the word are offended,” or: “ who by the word 
suffer hurt”). For, on the one hand, the leading idea zpoox. would be 
weakened by its connection with Adyw; and, on the other, the nearer defini- 
tion requisite is supplied of itself from what precedes; it would, too, be 
inappropriate “that Aoyoc should of a sudden take the place of Christ, who 
in ver. 7 is, as Aidoc, the object of mpoox.” (Briickner). Wolf: qu: impingunt, 
nempe: in lapidem illum angularem, verbo non credentes: quo ipso et offensio 
ipsa et ejus causa indicatur. — sic 6 Kae érednoav]. ei¢ 6 not equal to é¢’ , ‘*on 
account of which;” nor is it equal to eic dv (sc. Adyov or Aivov); Luther: 
“on which they are placed; ” or, similarly, Bolten: “they stumble at that, on 
which they should have been laid” (he makes ei¢ 6 refer to the omitted object 
of mpoox.), but it points rather to the end of éredyoav.1 — rronw is here, as 
frequently in the N. T., ‘‘ to appoint, constituere” (cf. 1 Thess. v. 9). It is 
clear from the connection of this verse with the preceding, that ec 6 does not 
go back to ver. 5 (Gerhard: in hoc positt sunt, videlicet, ut ipst quoque in hune 
lapidem fide aedificarentur). It may be referred either to dreéeiv (Calvin, 
Beza, Piscator, and others) or to mpockorre and dzedeiv (Estius, Pott, De 
Wette, Usteri, Hofmann, Wiesinger,? etc.), or, more correctly, to mpocxorrew 


TQ Adyw ameWovvrec |. 


1 The application to the Word or to Christ 
occurs already in the older commentators; 
thus Beda says: ‘in hoc positi sunt, i, e., per 


to bring this with it; ’? Wiesinger, by asserting 
that ‘* the passage here speaks of the action of 
God as a matter of history, not of His eternal 


naturam facti sunt homines, ut credant Deo et 
ejus voluntati obtemperent;’? and Nicol. de 
Lyra, applying it specially to the Jews: ‘illis 
data fuit lex, ut disponerentur ad Christum 
secundum quod dicitur Gal. iii, lex paedagogus 
noster fuit in Christo; et ipsi pro majore 
parte remanserunt increduli.” 

2 Different interpreters seek in various ways 
to soften the harshness of the idea here pre- 
sented. Thus Estius, by explaining éré@ycav 
only of the permission of God; Pott, by 
paraphrasing the idea thus: ‘their lot seemed 


decrees.’’ But what justifies any such soften- 
ing down? While Hofmann, in the first 
edition of his Schriftbeweis, I., p. 210, says 
precisely, ‘‘that God has ordained them to 
this, that they should not become obedient 
to His word, but should stumble at it and fall 
over it;”? in the second edition, I., p. 287, it 
appears that the meaning only is, ‘that the 
evil which befalls them in the very fact of 
their not believing, is ordained by God to 
those who do not obey His message of salva- 
tion, as a punishment of their disposition of 


CHAP. II. 9. 25ih 


(Grotius, Hammond, Benson, Hensler, Steiger, Weiss), since on the latter 
(mot on dreeiv) the chief emphasis of the thought lies, and ic 4, x.7.2., 
applies to that which is predicated of the subject, that is, of the dme:dovvrec, 
but not to the characteristic according to which the subject is designated. 
The mpockéxrew it is to which they, the drewoivrec, were already appointed, 
and withal on account of their unbelief, as appears from the 76 Adyw dred. 
This interpretation alone is in harmony with the connection of thought, for 
it is simply the moretovrec and dmedoovrec, together with the blessing and 
curse which they respectively obtain, that are here contrasted, without 
any reference being made to the precise ground of faith and unbelief.1— 
Following the construction of ver. 7 adopted by him, Hofmann takes oi 
mpookorrovow not as an adjunct referring to what precedes, but as protasis to 
the subsequent ei¢ 6, which, according to him, contains the apodosis expressed 
in the form of an exclamation. This interpretation falls with that of ver. 7. 
Besides, it gives rise to a construction entirely abnormal, and of which there 
is no other example in the N. T., either as regards the relative pronoun,? or 
the method here resorted to, of connecting apodosis with protasis. The 
words are added by the apostle in order to show that the being put to shame 
of unbelievers, takes place according to divine determination and direction. 
Oecumenius ? is not justified by the context in laying special stress on the 
personal guilt of unbelief; or Aretius, in answering the question: quis autem 
illos sic posuit? by non Deus certe, sed Satan tales posuit. 

Ver. 9. tyeic dé]. The apostle returns again to his readers, contrasting 
them with the unbelievers (not “ with the people of Israel,” as Weiss thinks) 
he had just spoken of. The nature of believers, as such, is described by the 
same predicates which were originally applied to the O. T. church of God 
(cf. Exod. xix. 5, 6), but have found their accomplishment only in that of 
the N. T. Schott justly remarks that “what in ver. 5 had been expressed 
in the form of an exhortation, is here predicated of the Christians as an 


1 Vorstius, correctly : ‘* Increduli sunt desig- 
nati vel constituti ad hoc, ut poenam sive 
exitium sibi accersant sua incredulitate.” 

2 Hofmann, indeed, appeals to Matt. xxvi. 
50; but the interpretation of this passage is so 


mind.” Schott agrees with this view. But in 
it the idea of éré@naav in relation to ameOodv- 
tes i8 arbitrarily weakened; since Schott ex- 
pressly says that unbelievers, by their own 
state of mind, ‘“‘appoint themselves to un- 


belief,”? he can look on unbelief only in so far 
as the result of a divine decree, that God has 
determined faith to be impossible with a carnal 
disposition. But a limitation of this kind is 
here all the more inappropriate, that Peter in 
the passage makes no allusion to the disposi- 
tion which lies at the foundation of unbelief. 
Hofmann, in his commentary, says: “it is the 
word which is preached to them that they 
refuse to obey; but, by the very fact of their 
doing so, they stumble at Christ and fall over 
Him, as over a stone that lies in the way. 
Both are one and the same thing, named from 
different sides; the one time from what they 
do, the other from what is done to them.” 
Yet these are two different things; the one 
the cause, the other the effect. 


doubtful that it cannot be relied upon; ef. the 
various interpretations in Meyer on this 
passage; in Winer, p. 157 (HE. T., 167); in 
Buttmann, p. 217. 

3 Obx ws ard TOD Oeod eis TODTO apwpioneE- 
vous, elpyTar* ovdemia yap aitia amwAcias Tapa 
Tod TavTas avOpwmous VédovTos TwOHVaL BpaBeve- 
Tat GAAG TOLS EaVTOIS TKEUH KATHPTLKOGLY Opyns 
kai ) ameiOeva émnkorovOyce, kat eis iy Tapec- 
kevacay éavtovs tag éréOncav. Thus also 
Didymus: “ad non credendum a semetipsis 
sunt positi;’”? and Hornejus: ‘‘constituti ad 
impingendum et non credendum ideo dicuntur, 
quia cum eredere sermoni Dei nollent, sed 
ultro eum repellerent, deserti a Deo sunt et 
ipsius permissione traditi ut non crederent et 
impingerent.” 
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already present condition.” — yévoc éxdexrov, after Isa. patie P{)) (Onlin PLeiepi. 
LXX. : yévog wou 70 éxdexrov); ef. also Deut. vii. 6 ff.; Isa. xliii. 10, xliv. 1, 2, 
xlv. 4, ete. This first designation sets forth that the Christians, in virtue 
of God’s love, have been elected to be a people which no longer belongs to 
this world; cf. chap. i. 1. — Gacitewv iepdérevua, after Exod. xix. 6, LXX. (in 
Hebrew 0°33 n2290, “a kingdom of priests”); most interpreters take it 
as simple combination of the two ideas: “kings and priests.” Still, it is 
more correct to regard ieparevua as the principal idea (cf. ver. 3), and Basi- 
dewov as a more precise definition: “a royal priesthood.” Several commen- 
tators explain: “a priesthood possessing a royal character,” inasmuch as it 
not only offers up sacrifices (ver. 5), but exercises sway (over the world) ; 
cf. Rev. i. 6, v. 10 (Wiesinger). Weiss (p. 125), on the other hand: “a 
priesthood serving Jehovah the King, just as we speak of the royal house- 
hold.” Since all the other predicates express the belonging to God, the 
second explanation deserves the preference, only it must be modified so far 
as to include in aoid. not only the relation of service, but that also of belong- 
ing to and participation in the glory of the King founded thereon.. Schott is 
not justified in assuming that Peter did not intend to convey the force of 
the Greek, but that of the Hebrew expression, 0°33 n2900, namely: “a 
kingdom which consists of priests.” It is inadequate to understand, with 
Hofmann, by the term: “a priesthood of princely honors,” or Bacidewv as 
equal to, magnificus, splendidus (Aretius, Hottinger, etc.), or to find in it the 
expression of the highest freedom! (subject only to God) (De Wette). — 
évoc Gywov in like manner after Exod. xix. 6, LXX. (WIP “). —Aade eic 
neptroinow]. Corresponding passages in the O. T. are Deut. vii. 6 (22D Dy), 
Mal. iii. 17 (720), and especially Isa. xliii. 21, LXX.: Aadv pov dv repreroin- 
cauny Tag apetac pov dinyeicbae (119° “nda be “AAS? N-DyY). The words fol- 
lowing show that the apostle had this last passage chiefly in his mind: still 
it must be noted that this idea is contained already in Exod. xix. 5 (Aade 
meptovo.oc). mepiroinow is strictly the acquiring (Heb. x. 39); here, what is 
acquired, possession ; neither destinatus (Vorstius) nor positus (Calovius) is to 
be supplied to ei, they would not correspond with the sense; eic is here to be 
explained from Mal. iii. 17, LXX.: gcovrai wo. . . sig mepitoinow; on eivar eic, 
ef. Winer, p. 173 (E. T., 183 f.); in sense it is equivalent to Aad mepioboroc, 
Tit. ii. 14. Schott attributes to this expression an eschatological reference, 
explaining: “a people destined for appropriation, for acquisition ;” this is 
incorrect, for, understood thus, it would fall out of all analogy with the other 
expressions. ‘The apostle does not here state to what the Christian Church 
is destined, but what she already is; “her complete liberation from all cosmic 
powers is not,” as Briickner justly remarks, “an acquiring on God’s side, but 
only the final redemption of those whom He already possesses.” Schott’s 
assertion, that in the N. T. mepuroinaic has always an eschatological reference, 
is opposed by Eph. i. 14; ef. Meyer in loc. — Although a difference of idea 


1 Clemens Al. interprets: ‘ regale, quoniam fit orationibus et doctrinis, quibus adquiruntur 
ad regnum vocati sumus et sumus Christi animae, quae afferuntur Deo.” 
sacerdotium autem propter oblationem quae 


* 
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founded on the etymologies of yévoc, voc, 2aé¢ is not to be pressed;! yet it 
must be observed that by these expressions, as also by éeparevua, Christians 
are spoken of as a community united together in itself, and although diverse 
as to natural descent, they, as belonging to God (and all the names employed 
by the apostle point to this), form one people, from the fact that God has 
joined them to Himself. — émwe rac dperdc ééayyeiAnre Tov, K.7.A.]. Omw¢ connects 
itself, after Isa. xliii. 21, in the first instance with what immediately goes 
before, in such a way, however, that the preceding ideas point towards it as 
their end. — rd¢ dperdc; thus the LXX. translate mbna in the above-men- 
tioned passage (in general, in the LXX., der occurs only as the translation 
of Wn, Hab. iii. 3, Zech. vi. 13; dperai aS the translation of ndna, Isa. 
abt tery LL Sdunbls OUES ehnvsl toye midnn, Isa. Ixiii. 7); accordingly the Alexan- 
drine translators understand by 7)7 and ndban in the passages in question, 
not the “glory or praise” of God, but the object of the glory, that is, the 
excellence or the glorious attributes of God. Peter took the word, in this 
meaning of it, from them.? — ééayyeiAnre]. Cf. Isa. xlii. 12, LXX.: rac dosrac 
avtov év taic vhoocg amayyehovar; éayyéAAsw; Strictly, tis qui foris sunt nunciare 
quae intus fiunt (Xen., Anab., ii. 4, 21), is employed for the most part without 
this definite application; in the LXX. the translation of 130; in the N. T. 
in this passage only; it is possible that Peter thought of the word here in 
its original force (Bengel, Wiesinger).— rod é oxdrove tudc Karécartoc, i.e., 
Gcod, not Xprotod; Kadeiv is almost uniformly attributed to God. — oxorovc, not 
equivalent to miseria (Wahl), but is used to designate the whole unhappy 
condition of sin and lying in which the natural and unregenerate man is 
(cf. Col. i. 18); here employed, no doubt, with special reference to the former 
heathenism of the readers. — cic 1d Gavyaordy abrod gac]. To render ga¢ by 
cognitio melior (Wahl), is arbitrarily to weaken the force of the word; it 
is rather the complete opposite of oxéroc, and denotes the absolutely holy 
and blessed nature —as airod shows —of God. The Christian is translated 
from darkness to the light of God, so that he participates in this light, and 
is illumined by it.2 Schott incorrectly understands by oxéroc: “heathen 


2 It is arbitrary to understand the word to 
mean only this or that attribute of God; nor 


“1 Steiger draws the following distinction: 
‘‘yevos is the race, people of like descent; 


€0vos, a people of like customs; Aads, people 
as the mass.” Schott thinks that ¢@vos in- 
cludes within it a reference to the intellectual 
and moral characteristics of the people, and 
that Aads points to its being gathered together 
under one Lord. In this urging of distinc- 
tions — which are not even correctly drawn — 
is to be found the reason why Schott ex- 
changes the Greek expression Bact. iepatevua 
for the Hebrew, because ‘eparevya is not 
analogous to the other three designations, 
whilst Bacideca is 80, as a national commu- 
nity. — Peter certainly, in selecting these ex- 
pressions, did not reflect on the original 
distinction of the ideas, but made use of them 
simply as they were presented to him in the 
OT. 


must the meaning, as is done by Gerhard, be 
limited to the ‘‘virtutes Dei, quae in opere 
gratuitae vocationis et in toto negotio salutis 
nostrae relucent.” Schott’s interpretation is 
linguistically incorrect: at apetat equal to 
Ta meyadeta Tt. @. (Acts ii. 11), ‘the great 
deeds of God.”? Cornelius a Lapide entirely 
misses the point in explaining: ‘‘ virtutes, 
quas Christus in nobis operatur, humilitatem, 
caritatem,” ete.; and Salmeron: ‘ virtutes 
Christi, quas in diebus carnis suae exhibuit.” 

3 Wiesinger disputes this interpretation, 
holding that what is meant is “that light 
which has appeared to the world in Chrisi;” 
but is not this light the light of God? — Cer- 
tainly 60s is here not i.q. Xprords. According 
to De Wette, avrod designates the light as the 
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humanity left to itself,” and by 7d... . abrod gac: “the church;” the church 
lives in God’s light, but it is not the light of God. —xadeiv is here applied, 
as it is by Paul, to the effectual, successful calling of God. —¢avuaoréy (cf. 
Matt. xxi. 42) denotes the inconceivable glory of the ¢a¢ Ocod. 

Ver. 10. A reference to Hos. ii. 25, linking itself on to the end of the 
preceding verse, in which the former and present conditions of the readers 
are contrasted. This difference the verse emphasizes by means of a simple 
antithesis. The passage in Hosea runs: *py-ND ‘AINE IN) NO-ny ADIN 
MAS“ DY, LXAX.: dyanjow tiv ob« hyarguévgv nat &pG 7H ob Aag pov* Aaoc pov ei ob 
(the Cod. Alex. and the Ed. Aldina have at the commencement the addi- 
tional words: éAefow trav obk HAenuévnv).—oi nor? ob Aadc]. Grotius, Steiger, 
Weiss, incorrectly supply: cod, Aad¢ is here used absolutely (Bengel: ne 
populus quidem, nedum Dei populus). ob belongs not to qe to be supplied, 
but is closely connected with adc, equivalent to “no-people.” In like man- 
ner obx FAenuévor as equal to “not-obtained mercy.” “The meaning is not that 
they once were not what they now are, but that they were the opposite of 
it” (Wiesinger). But ob . . . Aade is a people who, in their separation from 
God, are without that unity of life in which alone they can be considered by 
Him as a people; or, more simply, who do not serve God who is the true 
King of every people; cf. Deut. xxxii. 21, and Keil in loc. De Wette is 
hardly satisfactory: “they were not a people, inasmuch as they were with- 
out the principle of all true nationality, the real knowledge of God,” ete. ; 
now they are a people, even a people of God, inasmuch as they not only serve 
God, but are received also by God into community of life with Himself. — 
of obx Hrenuévot, viv dé éhendévtec]. The part. perf. denotes their former and 
ended condition. Standing as it does here not as a verb, but as a substan- 
tive, like ob . . . Aadc, it cannot be taken as a plusquam-perf. part. (in oppo- 
sition to Hofmann). The aorist part. points, on the other hand, to the fact 

of pardon having been extended: “once not in possession of mercy, but now 
having become partakers of it” (Winer, p. 8221 [E. T., 343]). 


work of God, and consequently a different 
thing from the és which He is Himself. 


assume that they in their Judaism had been 
idolaters, which is absolutely impossible, or at 


1 Tn the original passage these words apply 
to Israel; but from this it does not follow that 
Peter writes to Jewish Christians. For if 
Paul—as he clearly does — applies the passage 
(Rom. ix. 25) to the calling of the heathen, 
then Peter surely, with equal right, could use 
it with reference to the heathen converts, 
They had been, in its full sense, that which 
God says to Israel, Dyn; and they had 
become that to which He would again make 
Israel, His people. It must be observed, 
however, that God in that passage addresses 
Israel as ‘})})-N7, only because it had for- 
saken Him and given itself up to the worship 
of Baal, and consequently incurred punish- 
ment. Apart from this, Israel had always 
remained the people of God, —If only Jewish 
converts were meant here, then Peter would 


least Peter must then have said why they, 
who as Israelites were the people of God, 
could not in their former state be regarded as 
such. Accordingly, ov Aads is here in no way 
applicable to Israel, but only to the heathen; 
and it is not (as Weiss maintains, p. 119) 
purely arbitrary to apply the passage, in oppo- 
sition to its original sense, to heathen Chris- 
Uians. ‘ Whilst Briickner says only that the 
words cannot serve to prove the readers to 
have been Jews formerly, Wiesinger rightly 
and most decidedly denies the possibility of 
applying them to Jewish converts; so, too, 
Schott. — Weiss’s assertion is by no means 
justified by his insisting (Die Petr. Frage, 
p. 626) that nothing tenable has been brought 
forward against it, 
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Vv. 11,12. A new exhortation: the central thought is expressed in the 
beginning of ver. 12. The apostle, after describing its peculiarly lofty 
dignity, considers the Christian Church in its relation to the non-Christian 
world, and shows how believers must prove themselves blameless before it 
by right conduct in the different relations of human life. The condition 
necessary for this is stated in ver. 11. —’Ayannroi]. This form of address 
expresses the affectionate, impressive earnestness of the following exhorta- 
tion. — mapaxaaa (se. dude) d¢ mapoixouc kal napendjuovc]. Cf. Ps. xxxix. 18, 
LXX. — dc, as in i. 14. — rdporxoc, ef. i. 17, in its strict sense; Acts vii. 6, 29, 
equal to inquilinus, he who dwells in a town (or land) where he has no civil 
rights; ef. Luke xxiv. 18. In Eph. ii. 19 it stands as synonymous with 
gévoc, of the relation of the heathen to the kingdom of. God. — maperidnuoc, 
cf. i.1. The home of the believer is heaven, on earth he is a stranger. 
Calvin: ste eos appellat, non quia a patria exularent, ac dissipati essent in diver- 
sis regionibus, sed quia filti Dei, ubicunque terrarum agant, mundi sunt hospites ; 
ef. Heb. xi. 13-15. A distinction between the two words is not to be pressed 
here; the same idea is expressed by two words, in order to emphasize it the 
more strongly. Luther inexactly translates maperidyuo by “pilgrims.” — 
Even if dréyecéa be the true reading, the words &¢ rapoikove, x.7.A., must be 
connected with mapaka2e (as opposed to De Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger), for 
they show in what character Peter now regarded his readers (Hofmann) } 
in relation to the following exhortations, and have reference not simply to 
the admonition dréyeofa; as Weiss also (p. 45) rightly remarks. Probably, 
however, azéyeode is the original reading, and was changed into the infinitive 
in order to make the connection with mapaxaaé more close. anéyecfa pre- 
sents the negative aspect of sanctification, as chap. il. 1: drodéuevor, — Tov 
oapKtkav éxtdvucov: similar expressions in Gal. v.10; Eph. ii. 3; 2 Pet. ii. 18. 
The émdvuia are capxtxai, because they have their seat in the oapé. Wiesinger 
improperly says that “the lusts which manifest themselves outwardly.” are 
here meant, for all ém@vpiae tend to, and do, manifest themselves outwardly, 
if there be no dréyeobat. Schott assumes, without reason, that the émovuiae 
are here'considered “as something outside of the Christian community, and 
manifesting itself only in the surrounding heathen population;” they are 
indeed peculiar to the unbelieving world; but the Christian, too, has them 
still in his oap§, though he can and should prevent thom from having a deter- 
mining power over him, inasmuch as in the world over which they rule he is 
a napocxoc kat maperidnuoc.2 This sequence of thought lies plainly indicated in 
the close connection of the exhortation with what precedes (as opposed 
to Hofmann). —virivec otpatetovrat xara tie puxnc is not a definition of the 
sapxexai, but as atrevec, equal to “as those which,” shows, explains the nature 
of the émivuiat capxexai, thus giving the reason of the exhortation. — orparevew 


1 In the former exhortations Peter had trae affectus, ad quos natura ferimur et 
regarded them as réxva vmakons, as such who ducimur.” This goes too far, as it would 
call on God as Father, as regenerate. demand the destruction not alone of the 

2 Calvin interprets: ‘‘carnis desideria in- striving against the Spirit, natural to man in 
telligit, non tantum crassos et cum pecudibus his sinful condition, but of the entire life of 
communes appetitus, sed omnes animae nos- the soul. Of, Gal. v.17. 
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is not “to lay siege to” (Steiger), but “to war,” “fight against,” as in Jas. 
iv. 1 (Rom. vii. 23: dvriorparebecdar). — porn has here its usual meaning; it 
is neither vita et salus animae (Hornejus, Grotius), nor ratio (Pott: libidines, 
quae nos impellunt ad peragenda ea, quae ralioni contraria sunt); nor does it 
mean: “the new man” (Gerhard: totus homo novus ac interior, quatenus est 
per Spiritum s. renovatus), nor: the soul, “in so far as it is penetrated by 
the Holy Spirit” (Steiger), nor: “life as determined by the new Ego” 
(Schott); but it is here simply, in contradistinction to odua, the spiritual 
substance of man of which Peter says that it must be sanctified (chap. i. 22), 
and its owrnpia is the end of faith (chap. i.9); thus also De Wette-Briickner, 
Wiesinger, Hofmann, Fronmiiller. In the natural man the pvyq is under 
the power of the émvyias capxuxai (which according to Jas. iv. 1 have their 
dwelling v roic uéAeow; cf. also Rom. vii. 23); in him who is regenerate, it 
is delivered from them, yet the émévuiac seek to bring it again into subjec- 
tion, so that it may fail of its cwrmpia;—=in this consists the orparetecta xara 
the poxnc. — Ver. 12. tiv dvaorpogyv tuov (chap. i. 15, 17) év roic EOveow éxovtec 
Kaan]. év toic £0v,: “among the Gentiles ;” for the churches to whom Peter 
wrote were in Gentile lands. —éyovrec xaanv; Luther, inexactly: “lead a 
good mode of life;” xadjv is a predicate: “having your mode of life good (as 
one good);” cf. chap. iv. 8. —éyovrec (antithesis to améyeobe, ver. 11) is not 
here put for the imperative, but is a participle subordinate to the finite verb; 
if dnéyecda be read, there is here, as in Eph. iv. 2, Col. iii. 16, an irregularity 
in the construction by which the idea contained in the participle is signifi- 
cantly made prominent. —iva év & xatadadovow, x.7.A., “that in the matter in 
which they revile you as evil-doers they may, on the ground of the good works they 
themselves have beheld, glorify God,” i.e., in order that the matter which was 
made the ground of their evil speaking, may by your good works become to 
them the ground of giving glory to God. —iva states the purpose; not for 
Gore; év 3 1s nob év d ypdvw, as in Mark ii. 19 (Pott, Hensler), for the «aradadety 
and the dogagew cannot be simultaneous; nor is it pro eo quod (Beza), such a 
construction has no grammatical justification; but é specifies here, as in 
verb. affect., the occasioning object (cf. chap. iv. 4), and the relative refers 
to a demonstrative to be supplied, which stands in the same relation to doéa- 
gwot as év ) to xatadadodvowv. It is not then rovro, but év rovt@, which is to be 
supplied (Steiger, De Wette, Wiesinger, Hofmann). | If roiro were to be sup- 
plied it would be dependent on émomreioavtec; but such a construction is 
opposed by the circumstance that it is not this participle, but dogégwor, which 
forms the antithesis to karadadvdx. The participle is interposed here abso- 
lutely (as in Eph. iii. 4: dvaywéoxovrec), and é&& Trav Kaddov pywr is connected 
with dofafwo, the sense being: “on account of your good works.” Steiger 
specifies the «add épya as that which occasions the xaradadeiv, — and later the 
dos afew Tov Oedv,— but the subsequent é« rdv xaddv épywy does not agree with 
this; De Wette gives: “the whole tenor of life;” the connection with what 
precedes might suggest the dméyecva tov cap. émdvusv;1 but it is simpler, 


1 So formerly in this commentary, with the heathen; for it is precisely this abstinence 
observation: “Of this dméxeo@a. Peter says © which gives the Christian life its peculiar 
(chap. iv. 3,4), that it seemed strange to the character, and distinguishes it from that of 
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with Hofmann, to understand by it generally the Christian profession. — 
With kaxorowi, cf. ver. 14, iv. 15; John xviii. 30. Briickner, Wiesinger, 
Weiss (p. 867), justly reject the opinion of Hug, Neander, etc., that caxorovdc 
here, in harmony with the passage in Suetonius, Vit. Ner., c. 16: Christiani 
genus hominum superstitionis novae et MALIFICAE, is equivalent to ‘state 
criminal.’’ In the mouth of a heathen the word would signify a criminal, 
though not exactly a vicious man; one who had been guilty of such crimes 
as theft, murder, and the like (cf. iv. 15), which are punished by the state} 
(cf. ver. 14).—2ék rév Kkaddv tpywr]. The xara épya, in the practice of which 
the dvactpogy adn of the Christians consists, are here presented as the motive 
by which, when they see them, the heathen are to be induced to substitute 
the glorifying of God for their evil speaking; as the Christians too, on their 
part, are often exhorted to holiness of life, that thus they may overcome the 
opposition of the Gentiles; ef. chap. iii. 2. Hofmann incorrectly interprets 
ék 7. Kad, Epywv éxontebovrec: “if the heathen judge of your Christianity by 
your good works;” for érorrejew does not mean “to judge of.” With é« r. 
Kad. pywv . . . dogdowor T. Gedv, comp. Christ’s words, Matt. v. 16, which, as 
Weiss not without reason assumes, may have here been present to the 
apostle’s mind. —émomrebovres ‘‘ goes back in thought to the xara épya, in 
harmony with the linguistic parallel in ii. 2 and the grammatical parallel 
in Eph. iii. 4” (De Wette). It makes no essential difference in the sense, 
whether the present or, with the Rec., the aorist be read (see critical remarks). 
The word occurs only here and in iii. 2, where it is used with the accusative 
of the object (for the subst. éxémrc, see 2 Pet. i. 16). It expresses the idea 
of seeing with one’s own eyes, more strongly than the simple dpa. There is 
no reference here to the use of the word as applied to those who were initi- 
ated into the third grade of the Eleusinian mysteries. — év juépa émioxor7e]. 
émioxong is in the LXX. a translation of 179, the visitation of God, whether 
it be to bless (Job x. 12) or to chastise (Isa. x. 3); quépa émoxonne is there- 
fore the time when God gives salvation, or the time when He punishes, be it 
in the general sense (Beda: dies extremi judicii), or more specially with refer- 
ence either to the Christians or the heathen. — The connection of thought 
seems to point decisively to that time as meant when the «ara2adobrtec shall 
be brought to repentance and faith, that is, to “the gracious visitation of 
the heathen” (Steiger); as 6 xapde tie émvoxonje cov, Luke xix. 44, is used 
with regard to the Jews. This interpretation is to be found already in the 
Fathers and in many later commentators, as Nicol. de Lyra, Erasm., Hem- 


the heathen. It became the ground of evil 
report for this reason, that immoral motives 
were supposed to be concealed behind it; and 
this was all the more natural that the Christian 
had necessarily to place himself in opposition 
to many of the ordinances of heathen life, and 
that from a Gentile point of view his obedience 
to the will of God must have appeared a 
violation of the law. This prejudice could 
not be better overcome than by the practice 
of good works; hence, thy avactp. vm... - 


kaAynv, and the reference to it in é« tT. Kad. 
épywv.”” 

1 Schott’s. assumption, “that it was the 
burning of Rome that first increased the uni- 
versal hatred and aversion of the Christians to 
a special accusation of criminal and immoral 
principles,” is unwarranted. He attempts to 
justify it only by charging Tacitus with an 
error in the account he gives of the accusations 
brought by Nero against the Christians. 
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ming, Vorstius, Beza, Steiger, De Wette, Wiesinger, Hofmann, etc. On the 
other hand, Oecumenius, Wolf, Bengel, etc., apply the énoxor# not to God, 
but understand by it the ééraou of the Christians at the hands of the heathen. 
But for this there is absolutely no ground. lLuther’s interpretation, “when 
it shall be brought to light,” is wrong; it is equivalent to that of Gerhard: 
simplicissime accipitur de visitatione illa divina, qua Deus piorum, innocentiam 
variis modis in lucem producit. — Akin to this is the view held by some of the 
scholastics, that énvcxom is to be understood of the trial of the Christians by 
affliction; see Lorinus in loc. 


REMARK. — At variance with this explanation is that given by Schott, who 
interprets the passage in this way: ‘‘ In order that the heathen may glorify God 
in the day of judgment, from this that (by the fact that) they slander you as 
evil-doers in consequence of your good works, of which they are witnesses.” 
The idea that the undeserved calumnies of the heathen serve at last to the 
glorification of God, is in itself right and appropriate as a basis for the exhorta- 
tion given in the context. The resolution, too, of é 6 into év rovTw, ori, has 
grammatically nothing against it ; Meyer even allows it to be possible in Rom. 
ii. 1; cf. Heb. ii. 18, where Liinemann has recourse to a like construction, 
though with a somewhat inadequate explanation. Still, more than one objec- 
tion may be urged against this interpretation: (1) A reference is given to 
doéaéev different from what is contained 'in karaAaAeiv, inasmuch as it is taken, 
as in 1 Cor. vi. 20, in the sense of “‘by action ;”’ (2) do&agew must be thought 
of as something which the heathen bring about ‘‘ without knowing or willing ”’ 
it, whereas the apostle does not let fall a hint of any such nearer definition ; 
(3) dogdgerv can only in a loose sense be conceived of as an act of the heathen ; 
it is simply the result of what they do (of their xaradAadciv) ; and (4) In com- 
paring these words with those of Christ (Matt. v. 16): émw¢ idwow budv ta Kaha 
épya Kal dogdowar tov matépa buav Tov év Toic oipavoic, the thought cannot be got rid 
of that Peter had this passage here in his mind. Schott’s objection, that 
“dofiew tov Ody is a strange and, specially here, a doubly inappropriate 
expression for conversion to Christianity, whilst the connection of the verb 
thus taken with ¢, as equal to ‘in consequence of,’ is a hard and inelegant 
construction,” amounts to very little, since in the acceptation of the passage 
which he calls in question the verb is by no means made to bear any such 
meaning. 


Vv. 13, 14. The apostle now goes on to name the different relations of 
life, ordained of God, in which the Christian should show his holy walk. 
First of all, an exhortation to obey those in authority. — tmoraynre: the aor. 
pass. is used here, as it often is, with a middle, not a passive — as Wiesinger 
thinks —force. It is not: “be made subject,” but “make yourselves subject” 
(cf. ramewéonre, chap v. 6).1 The more liable liberty in Christ was to be 
misunderstood by the heathen, and even to be abused by the Christians 
themselves, the more important it was that the latter should have inculcated 


1 Winer is wrong in attributing (p. 245 36, but is right in ascribing it to mapedoOyrTe, 
{E. T., 261]) a passive signification to this Rom. vi. 17. 
TamevvwOynte, as also to mpogexA6y, in Acts v. 
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upon them as one of their principal duties this tnordoceca (ver. 18, chap. 
iil. 1) ‘in all circumstances of life. — xéoy dvopumivy xrioes: Krioiw is here, in 
accordance with the signification peculiar to the verb «xrigew: “to establish, 
to set up,” the ordinance, or institution (“an ordinance resting on a particular 
arrangement,” Hofmann). In connection with the attribute drépunivy, this 
expression seems to denote an ordinance or institution established by men 
(so most expositors, and formerly in this commentary). But it must be 
noted that xrigew (and its derivatives) are never applied to human, but only 
to divine agency; besides, the demand that they should submit themselves 
to every human ordinance would be asking too much. It is therefore 
preferable to understand, with Hofmann, by the term, an ordinance (of God) 
applying to human relations (“regulating the social life of man”).! By 
the subsequent eire . . . etre, the expression is referred in the first instance 
to the magistracy; but this does not justify the interpretation of it as equal 
directly to “authority,” or even persons in authority (Gerhard: concretive 
et personaliter: homines, qui magistratum gerunt). That Peter’s exposition of 
the idea had direct reference to persons in authority, is to be explained from 
the circumstance that the institution possessed reality only in the existence 
of those individuals.? At variance with this view is De Wette’s (following 
Erasmus, Estius, Pott) interpretation of the expression: “to every human 
creature, i.e., to all men.”” Not only, however, the singular circumlocution : 
Ktiow avOpunivy for évOpuroc (for which De Wette wrongly quotes Mark xvi. 
15, and Col. i. 23), but the very idea that Christians should be subject to 
all men, —and in support of it no appeal can be. made either to chap. v. 5, 
or to the following exhortation: mavrac toate, —is decisive against this 
view. The fact that Peter places the general term rdou xriow first, is 
explained most naturally in this way: that it was his intention to speak 
not of the magistracy merely, but also of the other institutions of human 
life. — The motive for the submission here demanded is given by cd xipuov, 
i.e.; Xpeorév (not Oedv, as Schott thinks), which must be taken to mean: 
“because such is the will of the Lord,” or, with Hofmann: “out of consid- 
eration due to Christ, to whom the opposite would bring dishonor.” The 
latter, however, is the less likely interpretation. Still less natural is it to 
say, with Wiesinger, that this adjunct points to the éeov in ordinances under 
which human life is passed. Incorrectly Huss: propter timitationem Dei, 1.e., 
Christi. —In the enumeration which follows, the apostle is guided by the 
historical conditions of his time. It must be remarked that irordocecba is 


1 This view avoids the certainly arbitrary 
interpretation given, for example, by Flavius, 
who applies the expression specially to life 
connected with the state. He says: “dicitur 
humana ordinatio ideo quia politiae mundi 
non sunt speciali verbo Dei formatae, ut vera 
religio, sed magis ab hominibus ipsorumque 
industria ordinatae.” 

2 It is arbitrary to regard xrtiovws (with 
Luther, Osiander, etc.) as meaning the laws 
given by the magistrates. 


8 Briickner endeavors, indeed, to defend 
De Wette’s interpretation: yet he decides to 
understand the expression in question as 
“every ordinance of human civil society,” 
and solves the difliculty presented by the 
adjective avOpwmrivn (comp. with Rom. xiii. 1) 
by remarking that ‘‘ the ordinances of national 
life which have been developed historically 
and by human means possess a divine element 
in them.” 
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inculcated not only with regard to the institutions of the state, but to the 
persons in whom these are embodied, and this quite unconditionally. Even 
in cases where obedience, according to the principle laid down in Acts iv. 
19, is to be refused, the duty of the irordoceoda must not be infringed upon. 
— cite BaoAti]. aovAebc is here the naine given to the Roman emperor; cf. 
Joseph., De Bello Jud., v. 13, § 6. Bengel: Caesari, erant enim provinciae 
romanae, in quas mittebat Petrus. — dc brepéxovte: &¢ here also assigns the 
reason; bmepéyew expresses, as in Rom. xiii. 1, simply the idea of sovereign 
power; non est comparatio cum aliis magistratibus (Calvin). In the Roman 
Empire the emperor was not merely the highest ruler, but properly speaking 
the only one, all the other authorities being simply the organs through 
which he exercised his sway. — Ver. 14. ire jyeuiow]. Hyeudvec praesides pro- 
vinciarum, qui a Caesare mittebantur in provincias (Gerh.).— d¢ 60 airod, etc. : 
dv avtod does not, as Gerh., Aretius, and others take it, refer to xipov, but to 
Baoitet. The fyeu., although imepéyovrec too, are so not in the same absolute 
sense as the Baoudetc. They are so in relation to their subordinates, but not 
to the Baoreic. —eic Exdixnow Kaxoroiar, Exavoy dé dyaborodv is joined gram- 
matically to reurouévorc, not to bmepéyovts also (Hofm., Schott); yet, from the 
fact that the jyeudvec are sent by the Pasirede cic éxdixnow, «,.7.2., it is implied 
that the latter, too, has an office with respect to éxdé«nouc, «.7.2.1 — Oecumenius 
arbitrarily narrows the thought when he says: éete cat adtd¢ 6 Mérpoc riot cat 
motlowe Gpxovowv broraccedOat del, Ste Tole Td Sixatov éxduxodorv. The apostle insists 
rather, without reserve, on submission to the jyeuovec, because (not if) they are 
sent by the emperor to administer justice.? — éxdixyow, here, as often, “pun- 
ishment ;” émawvoc, not precisely “reward,” but “laudatory recognition.” — 
ayaforo6c is to be found only in later authors, in N. T. ax. Aey. The subs. 
occurs chap. iv. 19. 

Ver. 15. 67 gives the ground of the exhortation: irordynte, «.7.A.— obTu¢ 
goriv 70 OéAqua Tod Beod: With obtwe; cf: Winer, p. 434 (E. T., 465), Buttm., 
p. 115 (EH. T., 181): “of such a nature is the will of God.” Schott gives the 
sense correctly: “In this wise is it with the will of God.” The position of 
the words is opposed to a connection of o rw¢ with dyaborowivtac (Wiesinger, 
Hofmann). — dyaborowivrac; sc., dude; dyaforoeiv, in Mark iii. 4; Acts xiv. 
17, the word has reference to deeds of benevolence. Here, on the other 
hand, it is used in a general sense: to do good, with special reference to the 
fulfilment of the duties towards those in authority. — pquodv ryv rar éopdven 
dvoporur dyvciav; guodrv (cf. 1 Tim, v. 18) here in the cognate sense of to put 
to silence, Wiesinger ; “ the dyvwoia is here conceived of as speaking; cf. v. 12: 
Katadahovat bu. OC Kaxonoav,” —dyvocia (except here, only in 1 Cor. xv. 34) is 
the self-caused lack of any comprehension of the Christian life. Because 


1 Hofmann is consequently wrong in assert- founded on, the moral purpose for which that 
ing that in this connection “the duty of sub- _ is done.” 
mission to him who makes oyer the exercise 2 Calvin very aptly puts it: ‘ Objici possit; 


of his power to others is derived from and reges et alios magistratus saepe sua potentia 


based alone on his possession of that power, abuti; respondeo, tyrannos et similes non 
whilst submission to those to whom that facere suo abusu, quia maneat semper firma 
power has been entrusted originated in, andis Dei ordinatio,” 
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they are without this, they in their foolishness (hence ddpdvwr dvoparuv) 
imagine that its characteristic is not dyaforoeiv, but xaxonoetv. Beda incor- 
rectly limits of dgpovec dvtpwmo to those persons in authority ; but the refer- 
ence is rather quite general to the caradAadobytec, ver. 12. 

Ver. 16. «ec éAebbepor is not, as Lachm., Jachmann, Steiger, Fronmiiller 
think, to be joined with what follows (ver. 17),! but with a preceding 
thought; either with dyatonowivtac (Beda, Luther, Calvin, Wiesinger, 
Hofm.), or with trordyyre (Chrys., Oecum., Gerhard, Bengel, De Wette, 
Schott, ete.). The latter of these connections deserves the preference, not 
because in the former a change of construction would take place, but because 
the special point to be brought out here was, that the freedom of the Chris- 
tians was to be manifested in submission to (heathen) authorities. What 
follows shows this, inasmuch as those Christians who had not attained unto 
true freedom might easily be led to justify their opposition to those in 
power on the ground of the liberty which belonged to them in Christ. — de 
é2edpepor states the position which the Christians are to take up inwardly 
towards the authorities; their subjection is not that of dovao, since they 
recognize them as a divine ordinance for the attainment of moral ends.?— 
kal phy Oc éerix@huppa Exovtec tHe Kaxiac THY éAevOepiav]. Kai is epexegetical: “and 
that,” since what follows defines the idea éAet@epo: first negatively and then 
positively. —a¢ belongs not to émxddvupya, but to éyovrec: “and that not as 
those who have.” —émixddvyyua is the more remote, r7v édevepiay the proximate, 

object of éyovtes: “who have the thevdepia as the émixdcdvuua 7. Kak,” — érexdAvuua, 
an. Aey.; for its original meaning, cf. Exod. xxvi. 14, LXX.; here used 
metaphorically (cf. Kypke, in /oc.). The sense is: “not as those to whom 
their freedom serves as a covering for their xaxia” (cf. 2 Pet. ii. 19; Gal. 
v. 13), i.e., who seek to conceal their wickedness by boasting of their 
Christian freedom. This is the exact reverse of the Pharisaism of those 
who seek to conceal the wickedness of the heart by an outward conformity 
to the law. — dA?’ wc dovAot Ocod expresses positively the nature of the truly 
free. True liberty consists in the dovdcia Gcov (Rom. vi. 16, ff.); it refers 
back to the 74 0éAnua rov Ocod, and further still to dua Kipor. 

Ver. 17. Four hortatory clauses suggested to Peter by the term dyaforor- 
oovtac; in the last he returns, by way of conclusion, to the principal theme. 
In the first three there is a climax. — navrac tiwjoate: mavtac must not, with 


1 Hofmann justly says: ‘* We cannot think 
of joining ver. 16 with ver. 17, for its contents 
would not suit tavtas tuujoare, — even should 
it be connected with this only (Fronmiiller), 
which is quite impossible, —not to speak of 
tThv adeApornrta Or Tov @cdv hoBetabec.” 

2 It is not probable that Peter here refers, 
as Weiss (p. 349) thinks, to the words of 
Christ (Matt. xvii. 27), since they apply to 
circumstances altogether different from those 
mentioned here; see Meyer in loc. 

8 To distribute these four exhortations over 
‘the two provinces of life, the natural and 
civil, and the spiritual and ecclesiastical com- 


munities ” (Schott), is warranted neither by 
what precedes nor by any thing the clauses 
themselves contain. — Hofmann, who denies 
the climax, determines the relation of the four 
maxims to each other in a highly artificial 
manner. He holds that the second sentence 
is in antithesis to the first, and the fourth to 
the third; that the first is akin to the fourth, 
and the second to the third; that in the first 
stress is laid on mavtas, whilst in the second, 
on the other hand, it lies not on adeAbornta, 
but on ayamare, and that in the first antithesis 
it is the first member that is emphatic, in the 
second it is the last. 
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Bengel, be limited to those quibus honos debetur, Rom. xiii. 7,1 nor to those 
who belong to the same state (Schott); it expresses totality without any 
exception. — rydv is not equivalent to tmordocecdar (De Wette); but neither 
is it equal to civiliter tractare (Bengel) ; the former is too strong, the latter 
too weak; it is the opposite, positively stated, of xaragpoveiv, and means: to 
recognize the worth (ru) which any one possesses, and to act on the recog- 
nition (Brickner, Weiss, Wiesinger, Schott). This exhortation is all the 
more important for the Christian, that his consciousness of his own dignity 
can easily betray him into a depreciation of others. It refers to the ru 
which is due to man as man, and not first in respect of any particular 
position he may hold.?— rv ddeAgorgta dyandre]. ddeApdrgc, also in chap. v. 9, 
corresponding to our “ brotherhood,” i.e., the totality of the Christian breth- 
ren, cf. deparevua, vv.-5, 9. The apparent contradiction of Matt. v. 44, here 
presented, where love to enemies is also enjoined, is to. be explained on the 
following principle: that the dyary is differently conditioned, according as 
it has different objects. In perfect harmony with ‘its inmost nature, it can 
exist only between Christians, for only among them is there community of 
life in God; cf. chap. i. 22. Pott interprets dyamdv here superficially by 
“entertain good-will to.” —rdv Gedy doBeiobe: cf. chap. i. 17 ; a command not 
only of the Old, but of the New Testament, inasmuch as a lowly awe before 
the holy God is an essential feature of the filial relation to God. —rév 
Baowtéa tyuate]. Reiteration of the command (ver. 18) as a conclusion to the 
whole passage; cf. Prov. xxiv. 21, goGod rév Ordy, vid, nad Baovdéa. —Tywdre has 
here the same meaning as previously: “show to the king the respect which 
pertains to him as king; ” what that is, the apostle has explained in ver. 13. 
Hornejus ? incorrectly thinks that in the conjunction of the last two com- 
mands, he can here discover an indication of the limits by which. obedience 
to the king is bounded. — The difference in the tenses of the imperative, in 
the first exhortation the imperat. aor., in the three others the imperat. pres., 
is to be regarded as accidental, rather than as in any way arising from the 
substance of the command. 

Ver. 18. An exhortation to the slaves, extending from this verse to.the 
end of the chapter. —oi olxétat]. olxérnc, properly speaking, “a domestic,” a 
milder expression for dodAoc. It is improbable that Peter employed this 
term in order to include the freedmen who had remained in the master’s 
house (Steiger). — oi ofx. is vocative ; nor is chap. i. 3 (as Steiger thinks) 
opposed to this. —broracoduevor]. It is quite arbitrary to.supply re (Oecu- 
menius, etc ), or to assert that the participle is used here instead of the 
imperative. The participle rather shows that the exhortation is conceived 


1 In like manner, Hornejus: ‘*non de om- 
nibus absolute loquitur, quasi omnes homines 
etiam pessimi honorandi sint, sed de iis, quibus 
honor propter potestatem quam habent, com- 
petit.” 


2 Flacius : ‘‘ unicuique suum locum et debita 
officia exhibete.” : 


8 Explicat Petr. qaomodo Caesari parendum 


sit, nempe ut Dei interim timori nihil deroge- 
tur, 

* Hofmann’s view is purely arbitrary: 
‘that in the foremost clause the aorist is put 
because, in the first place, and chiefly, it is 
required to honor all; and after this, that the 
Christian should love his brethren in Christ.” 
Nor can it be at all supported by Winer’s 
remarks, p. 294 (KE. T., 314). 
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of as dependent on a thought already expressed; not on ver. 17 (De Wette), 
but on ver. 13, which vy. 11 and. 12 serve to introduce ; Smorayyte .. . Kbpiov, 
the institution of the household implied in the relation of servant to master, 
is comprehended in the general term zdoa dvépwm, kriow.—év marti $680). 
¢680¢ (vid. i. 17) is stronger than reverentia; it denotes the shrinking from 
transgressing the masters will, based on the consciousness of subjection; 
ef. Eph. vi. 5.1 Doubtless this shrinking is in the case of the Christian based 
on the fear of God; but the word 96fo¢ does not directly mean such fear, as 
Weiss (p. 169) holds and seeks to prove, especially from the circumstance 
that Peter in chap. iii. 6, 14, condemns the fear of man, forgetting, however, 
that this fear too may be of different kinds; cf. in loco. — ravzi is intensive. 
nic ¢68o¢ is every kind of fear; a fear wanting in nothing that goes to make 
up true fear. —roic¢ deonérac]. Cf. 1 Tim. vi. 1; Tit. ii. 9, equals roi¢ xvpiorc, 
Eph. vi. 5; Col. iii. 22. — 0b pévov toic ayaboic Kat emvecxeow, GAAG Kad Toi¢ oKodwic]. 
The moral conduct of the servant, which consists in iroréccecda towards the 
master, must remain unchanged, whatever the character of the latter may 
be; the chief emphasis, however, rests here on ddd kad toi¢ ox, —dyaboi here 
is equal to “kind ;” for énveugc, cf. 1 Tim. iii. 3; it does not mean “yield- 
ing” (Fronmiiller), but, properly speaking, one who “acts with propriety,” | 
then “ gentle.” — oxodtdc, literally “crooked,” “bent,” the opposite of straight, 
denotes metaphorically the perverse disposition; Phil. ii. 15, synonymous 
with dteotpaypévoc; in Prov. xxvili. 18, 6 okodsaic édoic mopevouevoc forms the 
antithesis to 6 mopevdpevoc duxatwc (cf. Luke iii. 5). It has the same force in 
the classics (Athen., xv. p. 695; cxodid gpoveiv, opp. to eb0éa gpovetv). It de- 
notes, therefore, such masters as conduct themselves, not in a right, but in a 
perverse manner, towards their servants—are hard and unjust to them; 
- Luther’s “capricious” is inexact.? 

Ver. 19. rotiro yap xapuc, ei]. The ground of the exhortation. roiro refers 
to the clause beginning with e/.— yapic has not the special meaning “ grace” 
here, as_if it were to be explained, either with the older commentators, 
gratiam concilians; or as if by it were to be understood “the gift of grace” 
(Steiger: “it is to be regarded as grace, if one can suffer for the sake of 
God;” so, too, Schott), or “the condition of grace” (Wiesinger: “in the 
drouéverv is manifested the actual condition of grace”); for this expression 
is not parallel with xAéoc, ver. 12: and how can a summons be issued in a 
manner so direct, to the performance of a duty, by representing it either as 
a gift of grace or a proof of a state of grace? Besides, Wiesinger alters the 
term “grace” into “sign of grace.”—Some commentators, on account of 
ver. 20, explain ydépic as synonymous with «Aéoc, but without any linguistic 
justification.? In profane Greek, yépic denotes either the charm or the 
loveliness, or also the favor which one person has for another (to which are 
linked on the meanings, expressions of good-will and thanks). Both senses 


1 Thus, too, in substance, Schott: ‘‘ Fear in cumstances, but is not to be concluded from 
general, as it is determined by the circum- the adject. cxoAvds (as opposed to Schott) 
stances here mentioned.” 3 Thus already Oecumenius (Calvin: ‘‘idem 

3 That Peter made special reference to valet nomen gratiae quod laudis; qui patienter 
heathen masters, lies in the nature of the fir ferunt injurias, ii laude digni sunt).” 
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are to be found in the Scriptures.!_ If the first signification be adopted, the 
enduring of the adversity of which Peter here speaks is characterized as 
something lovely; and so Cremer (see under ydpic, p. 576) seems to take 
it. But it is more natural to hold by the second sense, and to explain “this 
is favor,” as equal to “this causes favor.” Several interpreters explain ydpic as 
equal directly to “delight,” substituting for the substantive the adjective 
“ well-pleasing,” and supplying mapa 76 Oe from ver. 20. Thus Gerhard: 
hoc est Deo gratum et acceptum; De Wette: “Favor with God, i.e., well- 
pleasing before God;” so, too, Hofmann. But both of these are open to 
objection. Hofmann no doubt gives as the ground of his supplement: 
“that the slave who lived up to the apostle’s injunction has to look for the 
approval of none.” This is, however, surely an unjustifiable assertion. It 
is not clear why Peter did not add the words supplied if he had them in his 
mind; ydpec and xAéoc in ver. 20 are therefore —in consideration of vy. 12 
and 15—to be taken quite generally. The following clause indicates a 
good behavior, by which the «araiadia of the heathen is to be put to silence. 
e) dud ovveidnow Oeod brogépet, x.7.A.]. ef refers back to rodto; did ovveidnow Oeod 
is placed first by way of emphasis. ovveidnow Ocov is neither “ God’s knowl- 
edge of us” (Morus: guia Deus conscius est tuarum miseriarum; similarly 
Fronmiiller: “on account of the knowledge shared by God, since God 
knows all”), nor is it “conscientiousness before God” (Stolz); but @eod is 
the object. genit. (cf. 1 Cor. vill. 7; Heb. x. 2), therefore the meaning is: 
the (duty-compelling) consciousness of God.2. A metonymy does not require 
to be assumed (Grotius: per metonymiam objecti dicitur conscientia ejus, quod 
guis Deo debet). Steiger introduces what is foreign to it when he extends 
the idea so as to include the conscious knowledge of the divine recompense. 
In 6a onvetd, Ocob is expressed substantially the same thought as in é¢ Ocod 
dovaot, ver. 16, and did tr. Kiptov, ver. 133 dud Thr cvveidnow Without Ooi is to be 
found in Rom. xiii. 5. — brogéper tug Abmac]. sbrogéperv: “to bear the burden put 
on one;” the opposite of succumbing under a burden, cf. 1 Cor. x. 13; 2 
Tim. iii. 11; nevertheless, the apostle seems here to have in mind more the 
antithesis to being provoked to anger and stubbornness (Hofmann). — déraz, 
here, outward afflictions. — rdoywr ddixwc, “ whilst (not although) he suffers 
wrong (from the master, i.e., undeserved on the part of the slave).” —It is 
not suffering itself, but patient endurance in the midst of undeserved suffering, 
and that 6ca ovvetdnow Ocod, which Peter calls a yapu.— This thought, general 
in itself, is here applied to the relation of servant to master. 

Ver. 20. motov yap xAgoc]. Gerhard: interrogatio respondet h. t. negationi; 
this interrogation brings out the nothingness, or at least the little value, of 
the object in question; cf. Jas. iv. 14; Luke vi. 82. —xAéoc, not se. &vdomcov 
tod Ocod (Pott), but quite generally, for the thought “refers back to the point 
of view, stated in vy. 12-15, from which this exhortation is given” (Wie- 


1 xapis has the first meaning (Ps. xlv. 3; etc.). Cf. besides, Cremer and Wahl: Clavis 
Proy. i. 9, x. 82, ete.; also Ecclus, vii. 19, etc.; libr. V. T. apocryphi. 
in the N. T., Luke iv. 22; Col. iv. 6, etc.). 2 Calov: ‘* quia conscius est, id Deum velle 
The second signification (Prov. xxii. 1, ete.; et Deo gratum esse.’ §o, too, De Wette, 
in the N. T., Luke i. 30, ii, 52; Acts ii. 47, Schott, etc. 
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singer).— el duapravovrec Kat Kohagiouevor broueveite]. The two participles 
stand in the closest connection with each other, so that duaprévew is to be 
conceived as the cause of the xodagigeofax. Luther's translation is accordingly 
correct: “if ye suffer punishment on account of your evil deeds;” the only 
fault to be found with this is, that it weakens the force of the idea bnopévew. 
—drouévery is synonymous with sropépew; the sense ist “it is no glory to 
show patience in the suffering of deserved punishment.” The view of De 
Wette, that Peter referred only “to the reluctant, dull endurance of a crim- 
inal who cannot escape his punishment,” misses the apostle’s meaning, and 
is correctly rejected by Brickner and Wiesinger. Steiger remarks justly: 
“that, when any one endures patiently deserved punishment, he is only 
performing a duty binding on him by every law of right and authority.” 
troueveite is in the future with reference to the standpoint of the exhorta- 
tion (Wiesinger). — KoAagiverv: apud LXX. non occurrit, in N. T. generaliter 
pro plagis ac percussionibus. Matt. xxvi. 67; 1 Cor. iv. 11; 2 Cor. xii. 7 
(Gerh.); the strict signification is “to give blows with the fist, or slaps 
on the ear.” Bengel: poena servorum eaque subita. — dav ei dyaboroioivrec Kat 
macxovres Uroueveite]. The interpretation of Erasmus: si quum beneficiatis 
et TAMEN affligamini, suffertis, is incorrect, for between dyador. and racy. 
there exists the same relationship as between duaprévovtec and KoAadgiouevor; © 
Luther, correctly: “if ye suffer on account of good-doing;” cf. iii. 17.— 
tobTo yap Yapic mapa Oe@ before these words — yép is the correct reading — the 
apodosis taken out of rotoy KAéoc, “this is true praise,” must be added to 
what precedes, and these words form the basis of an argument in which ° 
rovro refers to ef dyaborowivtes .. . Uroueveite. The meaning is: because this 
in God’s sight is a xéapic (not equal to “in the judgment of God,” cf. Luke ii. 
52), therefore it is a xAéoc. 

Ver. 21 gives the ground of the exhortation to bear undeserved suffering 
patiently, by a reference to the sufferings of Christ. — ele rodro yap éxaqonre]. 
elg rodro refers to ei dyabomoobvres ... broueveire. Many interpreters incor- 
rectly make it apply only to suffering as such; but, as Hemming rightly 
remarks: omnes pti vocati sunt, ut patienter injuriam ferant. — The construc- 
tion with ec occurs frequently; cf. Col. iii. 15; 2 Thess. ii. 14. —In har- 
mony with the connection, oi ofxéra is to be thought of as the subject to 
écAndnte; accordingly it is the slaves in the first instance, not the Christians 
in general, who are addressed (as in chap. ili. 9, 14, 17); but as this «Anojvae 
applies to them not as slaves but as believers, it holds true at the same time 
of all Christians. — ér: xa? Xpiordc émabev trip tudv], re: such suffering is 
part of a Christian’s calling, for Christ also suffered: &radev is here the em- 
phatic word; and with it «ai also must be joined (which Fronmiiller errone- 
ously interprets by “even”). Wiesinger incorrectly takes «ai with &ravev 


1 Nor is this relation sufficiently perceived § which the slave suffers is not caused by his 
by Schott in his explanation: “If they show actions,” Hofmann has failed to observe (1) 
patience under ill-treatment which accompa- that the context does not render the idea of 
nies good conduct.” In urging against the servants’ work only necessary; (2) that the 
interpretation given, that ‘if dyaQomovety well-doing of the Christian was not always in 
apply to the labor of servants, then, that harmony with heathen views (cf. chap. iy. 4). 
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imp tyov in this sense, that, as Christ suffered for us, “so we should endure 
affliction for Him, for His sake, and for His honor and glory in the world,” 
thus introducing a thought foreign to the context. The obligation to suffer 
under which we who are Christ’s people are laid, from the very fact that 
Christ also suffered, is for us all the greater that the sufferings of Christ 
were imép judv (not dv0’ quar, but “for our advantage”), and therefore such 
as enable us to follow the example which He has left us in His sufferings. 
Inasmuch as néo duav implies that Christ suffered not for His own sins, but 
for ours, we are no doubt justified in recognizing these sufferings as unde- 
served, but not in concluding, with Hofmann, that ixép tudv is meant to 
mark only the undeservedness of Christ’s sufferings. — iviv brodmnaver tro- 
ypauuor]. imodprdve, dm, Aey, Another form of érodeirw (used of the leaving 
behind at death, Judith viii. 7). Bengel: in abitu ad patrem. ‘troypaypds 
(dm, Aey.): specimen, quod imitentur, ut pictores noviliis exemplaria dant, ad quae 
inter pingendum respiciant: equivalent in sense to bxddevyya, John xiii. 15 
(rimoc; 2 Thess. iii. 9). It is not Christ’s life in general that is here pre- 
sented by way of example, but the patience which He showed in the midst 
of undeserved sufferings.!_ The participle is connected with éxadev im. iu. as 
giving the nearer definition of the latter: He thus suffered, as in doing 
so to leave you an example, withal to the end that, etc.?— iva énaxodovéqonte 
roic tyveow adrov]. Sicul prior metaphora a pictoribus et scriptoribus, ita haec 
posterior petita est a viae duce (Gerhard); with éxaxoa. cf. 1 Tim. v. 10, 24. 
—ixvoc, besides here, in Rom. iv. 12 (orowwyeiv roic ixveot) and 2 Cor. xii. 18 
(mepurrareiv roig tyvect). 

Ver. 22. The first feature in the exemplary nature of Christ’s sufferings: 
His innocence. — After Isa. lili. 9, LAX. : dvouiav ove émoince, obd? déAov év TH 
otouare atod (Cod. Alex., oidé ebpébn dodoc év TH ot. avtod). Gerhard: nec verbo 
nec facto unquam peccavit. The second half of the sentence expresses truth 
in speech. With dédoc, ef. chap. ii..1; John i. 48. For the difference be- 
tween ebpicxecda: and eivar, cf. Winer, p. 572 (EH. T., 616). 

Ver. 23. The second feature: the patience of Christ in His sufferings. 
A reference, however slight, to Isa. liii. 7, cannot but be recognized. — d¢ 
Aowopobpevoc obk dvtedowdpet, Tacxwv odx HreiAe]. De Wette and Wiesinger 
rightly draw attention to the climax bétween Aodop, and nécyar, dvtedoid, and 
qneider; Aodopia omnis generis injuriae verbales ; nabijuata omnis generis injuriae 
reales (Gerhard). — dvriaod, Gm. Aey.; cf. dvtiuerpéw, Luke vi. 38. — preider is 
here used of threat of vengeful recompense. The announcements of divine 
judgment on unbelievers, to which Christ more than once gave expression, 
are of a different nature, and cannot be considered as an dzevdeiv, in the 
sense in which that word is here used. Comp. with this passage the exhor- 


1 Wherever Scripture presents Christ as an 
example, it does so almost always with refer- 
ence to His self-abasement in suffering and 
death (Phil, ii. 5; John xiii. 15, xy. 12; 1 John 
iii. 16; Heb. xii. 2), Only in 1 John ii. 6 is 
Christ presented as an example in the more 
general sense. 

2 Hofmann wrongly asserts that “ iva stands 


only in place of an infinitive clause, as after 
évroAy (John xiii. 34), Bovdy (Acts xxvii. 42),” 
inasmuch as ‘ droypaumds is no more than a 
direction to do likewise.” But this interpre- 
tation of vroypayyds is erroneous, and there- 
fore tva émaxoAovOyonte cannot be resolved 
into an infinitive clause. 
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tation of the apostle, chap. iii. 9.— mapedidov d8 r& Kplvovte duxatwc]. mapedidov 
not in a reflexive sense: “He committed Himself” (Winer, p. 549 [E. T., 
590]; De Wette),1 neither is causam suam (Gerhard, etc.) nor «piow (from 
kpivovtt) to be supplied; the supplement is rather Acwopotcpa and macyew 
(Wiesinger, Schott). Luther’s translation is good: “He left it to Him.” 2 
—Didymus arbitrarily understands xapedidov of Christ’s prayer for His 
enemies ;® the meaning is rather, that Christ left it to the God who judges 
justly, to determine what should be the consequences of the injustice done 
to Him on those who wrought it. That His desire was only that they should 
be punished, is not contained in xapedidov (similarly Hofmann). Conse- 
quently the reference formerly made in this commentary to Jer. xi. 20, 
xx. 12, as illustrative of the passage, is erroneous. 
cf. chap. 1. 17: rdv dmpocwrolpntw¢ Kpivovta, “a direct designation of God, 
whose just judgment is the outcome of His being” (Wiesinger). 

Ver. 24. A further expansion of the imp tudv, ver. 21. — é¢ tae duapriac 
Huav abroc avaveyxev, «.T.A.: “ Who himself bore our sins on His body to the tree.” 
— 6c, the third relative clause, though a climax too, cannot fail to be recoy- 
nized here: He suffered innocently, — patiently (not requiting evil for evil), 
—vicariously, for us, still it must not be asserted that this third clause 
predicates any thing of Christ in which He can be an example for us 
(Hofmann); the thought here expressed itself contradicts this assertion. — 
The phraseology of this verse arose from a reference to the passage in Isa. 
liii., and the actual fulfilment of the prophecy herein contained. The 
words of that chapter which were chiefly present to the mind of the apostle 
are those of ver. 12, LXX., kal abrog duapriag moddav dvq@veyce (NI) ; cf. also 


With 76 duxaiwg xpivovre, 


ver. 11: xal rac duaptiac abtév abrd¢ dvoiae (730°), and ver. 4: obroc 7, duapriag 
juav dépe (SY3). The Hebrew 8W3 with the accus. of the idea of sin, 
therefore “to bear sin,” is equivalent to, “to suffer the punishment for sin,” 
either one’s own or that of another. Now, as dvjveyxe is in the above-quoted 
passage a translation of SW, its meaning is: “He suffered the punishment 


rs 


for the sins of many.” 4— This suffering of punishment is, in the case of 


above given; cf. Lev, xix. 17, xx. 19, xxiv. 15; 
Num. vy. 81, xiv. 34; Ezek. iv. 4, xiv. 10, xvi. 
58, xxiii. 35, etc. (Lam. v. 7, 520): generally, 
indeed, the LXX. translate this RY) by 


1 In Mark iy. 29, too, to which De Wette 
appeals, mapadiddvat has no reflexive force; 
see Meyer on this passage. 

2 The Vulg. strangely translates, ‘ tradebat 


judicanti se injuste;’? according to which 
Lorinus interprets: ‘“tradidit se Christus 
sponte propriaque voluntate tum Judaeis, tum 
Pilato ad mortem oblatus.”’ Cyprian (De Bono 
Patientiae) and Paulinus (Zp. 2) quotes the 
passage as it stands in the Vulg. Augustin 
(Tract. in John xxi.) and Fulgentius (Ad 
Trasimarch., lib. I.), on the other hand, have 
juste. 

3 From the fact that Christ’s prayer is not 
mentioned here, De Wette unwarrantably con- 
cludes that it was unknown to the writer of 
the epistle. 

4 Tt admits of no doubt that Ni) in con- 


nection with SOM or Ty, has. the meaning 


AapBaverv, but also by comigery and amodépeuy 5 
in the passage quoted, Isa, lili. 4, by dépecy; in 
Num. xiv. 33, as in Isa. liii. 12, by avadépev. 
This proves how unwarranted Hofmann 
(Schriftbeweis, Il., 1, p. 465, 2d ed.) is in 
saying, ‘‘ that in view of the Greek translation 
of Isa. liii. 11, 12, it is arbitrary to assume 
that davadépey means simply ‘to carry.’” Of 
course every one knows that in and of itself 
avahépey does not mean ‘to carry;” but 
from this it does not follow that the LXX, did 
not use it in this serise in the phrase above 
alluded to, the more so that they attribute to 
the word no meaning opposed to its classical 
usage; cf. Thue, iii. 18, Kuvdvvovs avaép.; 
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the Servant of God, of such a nature that by it those whose the sin is, and 
for whom He endures the punishment, become free from that punishment; 
it is therefore a vicarious suffering.1 Since, then, Peter plainly had this 
passage in his mind, the thought here expressed can be no other than this: 
that Christ in our stead has suffered the punishment we have merited 
through our sins, and so has borne our sins. But with this the subsequent 
én? rd €o20v, Which means not “on the tree,” but “on to the tree,” does not 
seem to harmonize. Consequently it has been proposed to take dvadéperv in 
the sense which it has in the phrase: dvadépew tu inl 7d Ovotaorhpwov (cf. Jas. 
ii. 21; Lev. xiv. 20; 2 Chron. xxxv. 16; Bar. i. 10; 1 Mace. iv. 53); cf. 
ver. 5, where 7d £éA0v would be conceived as the altar.? But against this 
interpretation, besides the fact that dvadép. is thus here taken in a sense 
different from that which it has in Isa. liii., there are the following objec- 
tions: (1) That in no other passage of the N. T. is the cross of Christ 
represented as the altar on which He is offered ;? (2) That neither in the 
O. T. nor in the N. T. is sin anywhere spoken‘of as the offering which is 
brought up to the altar.* én rd géov might be explained by assuming a 
pregnant construction, as in the Versio Syr., which runs: bajulavit omnia 
peccata nostra eaque sustulit in corpore suo ad crucem,® that is: “ bearing our 
sins He ascended the cross.” But the assumption of such a construction is 
not necessary, since dvagépetv can.quite well be taken to mean “ carrying up,” 
without depriving the word of the signification which it has in the passage 
in Isaiah, since “carrying up” implies “carrying.” In no other way did 


Pol. i. 80, POdvous Kat SuaBodrAas avadép., see 
Pape, 8.v. avahépw, and Delitzsch, Komment. 
zg. Br. an die Hebr., p. 442. — Doubtless nv} 
Py-ns (Levy. x. 17) is said of the priests bear. 


ing away sin (making atonement), but there 
the LXX. translate nv) by adarpety. Plainly 
there can here be no allusion to the meaning 
**to forgive sin.” 

1 Weiss is inaccurate when he asserts 
(p. 265) that the passages, Lev. xix. 17; Num. 
xiv. 33; Lam. v. 7; Ezek. xviii. 19, 20, allude 
to a vicarious suffering. These passages, in- 
deed, speak of a bearing of the punishment 
which the sins of others have caused; but this 
is suffering with, not instead of, others, with- 
out those who have done the sin being freed 
from its punishment. 

2 Gerhard: ** Crux Christi fuit sublime illud 
altare, in quod Christus se ipsum in sacrificium 
oblaturus ascendit, sicut V. Testamenti sacri- 
ficia altari imponebantur, 

8 Schott, whilst admitting the above, asserts 
“that it will hardly be contradicted that in all 
the passages which speak of Christ’s death on 
the cross as a sacrifice, the cross must be pre- 
supposed to be that which served as altar.” 
This is decidedly to be contradicted, the more 
so that the animal sacrificed suffered death 
not upon, but before, the altar, 


4 If avadépery be here taken as equivalent to 
to offer sacrifice,” as in Heb. vii. 27, not only 
would the thought — which Delitzsch (p. 440) 
terms a corrupt one — arise, ‘* per semet ipsum 
immolavit peccata nostra,” but émi ro gvAov 
would then have to be interpreted, ‘‘on the 
eross.”? Luther: *‘who Himself offered in 
sacrifice our sins on His body on the tree.” — 
Here, too, Schott admits what is said above, 
but seeks to destroy its force as a proof, by 
claiming for avadépery the sense, * to present 
or bring up in offering,’ at the same time 
supplying —as it seems—as the object of 
offering, the body of Christ, which the ex- 
pression of the apostle in no way justifies. 

5 Schott brings the baseless accusation 
against the circumlocution of the Syr. transla- 
tion, that in it peccata is to be taken differ- 
ently in the first clause from the second;” in 
the former, as equivalent to “the punishment 
of our sin; ’’ in the latter, as ‘ the sin itself; ” 
for peccata has the same meaning. in both 
members, although the bearing of the sins 
consists in the suffering of the punishment for 


* them. Comp. Num. xiv. 83, where in the ex- 


pression avotcovor thy mopvetay bpov, the word 
topveca has by no means the meaning “ pun- 
ishment for fornication,” although avadbéperv 
Thv Topvetay means as much as “ to suffer the 


“punishment for fornication.” 


CHAP. II. 24. 269 


Christ bear our sins up on to the cross than by suffering the punishment for 
our sins in the crucifixion, and thereby delivering us from the punishment. 
The apostle lays special stress on the idea of substitution here contained, 
by the addition of abréc, which, as in Isa. liii. 11, stands by way of emphasis 
next to juov; but by év 1 odpuars abrod — not “in,” 1 but “on His body” — 

"we are reminded that His body it was on which the punishment was accom- 
plished, inasmuch as it was nailed to the cross, and died thereon. It is 
quite possible that this adjunct, as-Wiesinger assumes, is meant at the same 
time to serve the purpose of expressing the greatness of that love which 
moved Christ to give His body to the death for our sins; but that there is 
in it any special reference to the sacramental words of the Lord (Weiss, 
p: 273), is a conjecture which has nothing to support it. The addition of 
émi 70 fbAov is explained by the fact itself, since it is precisely Christ’s death 
on the cross that has redeemed us from the guilt and power of our sins. 
Peter also uses the expression 7d géAo0v to denote the cross, in his sermons, 
Acts v. 50, x. 39. It had its origin in the Old-Testament phraseology Y/Y, 
rendered gé2ov by LXX., denoting the pole on which the bodies of executed 
criminals were sometimes suspended; ef. Deut. xxi. 22, 23; Josh. x. 26. 
Certainly in this way attention is drawn to the shame of the punishment 
which, Christ suffered; but it is at least doubtful, since there is no reference 
to it in any way, whether Peter, like Paulin Gal. iii. 13, used the expression 
with regard to the curse pronounced in Deut. xxi. 22 (as Weiss, p. 267, 
emphatically denies, and Schott as emphatically asserts). Bengel is entirely 
mistaken in thinking, that by the adjunct ézi ro g4Aov the apostle alludes to 
the punishment of slaves (ligno, cruce, furca, plecti soliti erant servi). 


REMARK 1.— The interpretation of many of the commentators is wanting 
in the necessary precision, inasmuch as the two senses, which dvadépew has in 
the different phrases, dvadépe tac duaptiag and avadépew ti ent T. Ovotaornpioy, 
are mixed up with each other. Vitringa (Vix uno verbo éudacte vocis avadépetv 
exprimi potest. Nota ferre et offere. Primo dicere voluit Petrus, Christum 
portasse peccata nostra, in quantum illa ipsi erant imposita. Secundo ita 
tulisse peccata nostra, ut ea secum obtulerit in altari), while drawing, indeed, a 
distinction between the two meanings, thinks that Peter had both of them in 
his mind, which of course is impossible. — Hofmann explains dvagépew . . . én 
7) EbAov on the analogy of the phrase, dvagépey ti éxi 10 Svovaorypiov, without, 
however, understanding the cross as the altar; the meaning then would be: 
“He lifted up His body on to the cross, thereby bearing up thither our sins, 
that is to say, atoning for our sins.’’ Although Hofmann admits that Peter 
had in his mind the passage in Isaiah, he nevertheless denies that av@veyxe has 
‘here the same meaning as there. In his Schriftbeweis, 1st ed., he gives a 
similar interpretation, only that there he says: ‘‘He took up our sins with 
Him, and so took them away from us.” He, however, justly adds that dvapépew 
has the same meaning here as in Heb. ix. 28. Wiesinger has adopted this 
interpretation, as also, in substance, Delitzsch, Hebraerbrief, p. 442 f. In the 
2d edition of the Schriftbeweis, Hofmann has withdrawn this explanation ; but, 


1 So, too, Schott, who interprets év ro cdmare as equal to “in His earthly bodily life” (!). 
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on the other hand, he erroneously asserts that dvagépew here is “the avadéperv 
of Heb. vii. 27.2 — Schott justly combats Hofmann’s view, that the sufferings of 
Christ for our sins consisted essentially only in what befell Him as the result 
of our sins, and maintains, in opposition to it, the substitution of Christ. His 
own interpretation, however, of our passage is equally inadmissible, since he 
attributes to dvagépew the meaning, ‘‘to bring up or present in offering,’ yet 
adding to the idea of “offering” an object other than duapriac, which stands 
with dv#veycev, thus giving to the one word two quite different references. 
Schott makes cua Xpcorod the object of “‘ offering,” taking it out of the supple- 
mentary clause, év 7@ oduart aitod ; but this he is the less justified in doing, that 
he explains these words by ‘‘in His earthly corporeal life.” —This is not the 
place to enter fully into Schott’s conception of the propitiation wrought by 
Christ’s death on the cross. Though it contains many points worthy of notice, 
it is of much too artificial a nature ever to be considered a just representation 
of the views of the apostle. — Luthardt interprets : ‘‘ He bore His body away 
from the earth up to God. No doubt it was not an altar to which Christ 
brought His body up ; but the peculiarity lies precisely in this, that His body 
should at the same time hang on the accursed tree.’? ‘‘ Away from the earth to 
God,” is evidently an addition ; and had Peter wished to emphasize the cross 
as the accursed tree, he would have added tie xutapdc.1 

REMARK 2. — This interpretation agrees substantially with that given by 
De Wette-Brickner and Weiss; yet De Wette’s reference to Col. ii. 14 is 
inappropriate, inasmuch as that passage has a character entirely different, both 
in thought and expression, from the one here under consideration. Weiss is 
wanting in accuracy when he says that ‘‘ Christ ascended the cross, and there 
bore the punishment of our sins,’’ since already in the sufferings which preceded 
the crucifixion, the bearing of our sins took place. — Nor can it be conceded to 
these commentators, that the idea of sacrifice was absent from the conception 
of the apostle. Its existence is erroneously disputed also in Isa. liii., in spite of 
the DWN, ver. 10. No doubt prominence is given, in the first instance, to the 
idea of substitution ; but Weiss ought not to have denied that this thought is 
connected in the mind of the prophet, as in that of the apostle, with the idea of 
sacrifice, especially as he himself says that the idea of substitution is that upon 
which the sin-offering is based (Lev. xvii. 11). And was there any other sub- 
stitutionary bearing of sin than in the sacrifice? It must not, however, be 
concluded that each word in the expression, and especially én 76 gvAov, must 
have a particular reference to the idea of sacrifice. 


wa tai¢g duapriac droyevouern]. Oecumenius: droyevduevor* dvr? rod, droba- 
vovrec; cf. Rom. vi. 2, 11 (Gal. ii. 19). Bengel’s rendering: yiveoar rwd¢ 
Jieri alicujus dicitur servus, and dicit sejunctionem; Germ. “to become with- 
out,” which Weiss (p. 284) supports, is inappropriate here, since dzoy/yveobat 
in this sense is construed with the genitive. For the dative, see Winer, 
p. 898 (E. T., 427 f.).  raic duaptiae corresponds to the foregoing rae duapriac 
jyov. The use of the aor. part. shows that the being dead unto sin is the 


1 Pfleiderer (p. 422) is entirely unwarranted life,” and that by this removal is meant, that 
in maintaining the sense to be: ‘ That Christ, we free our moral life and conduct from 
by His death on the cross, took away, removed sin’’(!). 
our sins, so that they no longer surround our 
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condition into which we are introduced by the fact that Christ rac duaptiac 

The actions of the Christians should correspond 
with this condition; this the apostle expresses by iva... 17 duxasoobvy Grouper 3 
ef. Rom. vi. — drxavooivy means here not “ justification or righteousness, as.a 
condition of him whose sins are forgiven,” but it is the opposite of dyapria, 
“righteousness which consists in obedience towards God and in the fulfilling 
of His will.” The clause, introduced here by the final particle iva (as in 
i. 18), does not give the primary aim of Christ’s substitutionary death, 
that, namely, of reconciliation; but further the design, that of making free 
from the power of sin. Weiss (p. 285) is wrong in thinking that Peter 
“did not here conceive the redemption as already completed in principle by 
the blood of Christ,” but “accomplished in a purely physiological way, by the 
impression produced by the preaching of His death and the incitement to 
imitation which! it gave.” Thus Pfleiderer also. The refutation of this 
is to be found in what follows. —od 1 pédAwme (adrod) iddnre]. Isa. liti. 5, 
LXX.: return to the direct form of address: udéiwp is, properly speaking, 
marks left by scourging (Sir. xxviii. 17, rAny7 uaortyoc rotet udAwrac); there- 
fore, taken strictly, the expression has reference to the flagellation of Christ 
only; but here it stands as a pars pro toto (Steiger) to denote the whole of 
Christ’s sufferings, of which His death was the culminating point. — By 

_idoyte the apostle declares, that, through the suffering of Christ (of course 
by the instrumentality of faith), the Christians are translated from the sick- 
ness of a sinful nature into the health of a life of righteousness. 

Ver. 25. are yap o¢ mpoBata riavduevn]. This explanatory clause (yap) 
points back, as the continuance in it of the direct address (ia0yTe . . . re) 
shows, in the first instance, to the statement immediately preceding od 7a 
poAwme iddnre, but at the same time also to the thought ia . . . rH ducatoobyy 
Gowpuev, to which that assertion is subservient. For the foregoing figure a 
new one is substituted, after Isa. liii. 6: LXX. nadvtec b¢ mpoBata éemAavgOnuev; 
if mAavéuerot be the correct reading, then from it the nearer definition of 
mpoGara is to be supplied, the sheep are to be thought of as those which have 
no shepherd (Matt. ix. 36: doe? npo@ara uh éyovra moméva; comp. Num. xxvii. 
17; 1 Kings xxii. 17). —For the figure describing the state of man sepa- 
rated in his sin from God, comp. Matt. xviii. 12, 18; Luke xv. 4 ff. — aan 
éxeotpagyte viv]. éxeotpadnre is, in harmony with the uniform usage of Scrip- 
ture, to be taken not in a passive (Wiesinger, Schott), but in a middle sense : 
“ye have turned yourselves.” 2 Luther translates: “but ye are now turned.” 
The word émorpépexv means to turn one’s self away from (d7é, é«), towards 


Quav adbroc dvqvey Kev, K.T.A, 


- 1 In his Lehrbuch der Bibl. Theol. (p.172), 
Weiss only says: ‘It follows from ii. 24, that 
the being released from sin is certainly a con- 
sequence, but only the indirect consequence, 
of the death of Christ. Because it has released 
us from the guilt of our former sins, the fur- 
ther consequence will be, that henceforward 
we will renounce those sins which He vica- 
riously expiated.” 

2 Schott’s counter-remark: ‘‘The question 


is not here what they did, but what in Christ 
was imparted to them,” has all the less weight, 
that conversion, though the personal act of the 
Christian, must still be regarded as effected by 
Christ. Hofmann maintains, without the 
slightest right to do so, that in this passage 
the chief emphasis lies on the readers’ own 
act, though at the same time he correctly 
understands émeotpadpyre in a middle sense, 
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something (éni, mpéc, ele), (sometimes equal to: to turn round); but it is not 
implied in the word itself, that the individual has formerly been in that place 
towards which he has now turned round, and whither he is going (therefore, 
in Gal. iv. 9, méAw is expressly added). Weiss (p. 122) is therefore wrong 
when from this very word he tries to prove that by momjv God, and not 
Christ, is to be understood, although the term sometimes includes in it the 
secondary idea of “back;” cf. 2 Pet. ii. 21, 22. — én? rv rowpéva Kal éxioxoroy 
Tav woyov tuav]. Cf. especially Ezek. xxxiv. 11, 12, 16, LXX.: éyo éxfyrjow 
Ta mMpoBuTa wou Kal émioKépouat abTu, Worep CyTEl O ToLuAY TO TolpvioY adTOd . . . TO 
mAaveuevov dxoorpéw; besides, with mouAv, Ps. xxili. 1; Isa. xl. 11. From 
the fact that in these passages God is spoken of as the shepherd, it must not 
be concluded, with Weiss, that roujv cat éxioxormoc refers not to Christ, but to 
God. For not only has God, calling Himself a shepherd, promised a shep- 
herd (Ezek. xxxiv. 24, LX-X.: dvactiow én’ abrode toméva Eva . . . Tov doddov yov 
Aavid, xxxvil. 24), but Christ, too, speaks of Himself as the good Shepherd; 
and Peter himself, in chap. v. 4, calls Him dpyenoyujv. In comparison with 
these passages, chap. v. 2 is plainly of no account. All interpreters — ex- 
cept Weiss —rightly understand the expressions here used as applying to 
Christ. The designation éricxoroc would all the more naturally occur to the 
apostle, as it was, like rocu7v, the name of the presidents of the churches 
who were, so to speak, the representatives of the One Shepherd and Bishop, 
the Head of the whole Church. — rédv ~uxav iuev belongs, as the omission of 
the article before émicxorov shows, to both words; with the expression, 
ef. chap. 1. 9,22. 
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Ver. 1. ai yuvaixec]. Rec., after C, K, L, P, etc. (Tisch. 7); Lachm. and 
Tisch. 8 omit ai, after A, B; ai omitted perhaps in order to mark the vocative. 
— Almost all authorities (as also 8), even Griesb., along with Lachm. and Tisch., 
support the reading xepdnOnoovrat, instead of Kepdn0gowvTat. The future conjunct., 
occurring only in later writers (see Winer, p. 72 [E. T., 89]), is to be found only 
in min.; it is put here because of iva ; superfluously, however, as iva in the N. T. 
is often construed cum. ind., John xvii. 2; Rev. xxii. 14.—Ver. 3. éumAoxiec 
Tpixav Kal mepiHécewc], Lachm. substitutes éumAokie 7 mepibécewc, in C. — The most 
important authorities, however, support the usual reading (Tisch.) — Ver. 4. 
mpgéoc Kal novxiov|. Rec., after A, C, L, K, P, 8, most min., Clem., Thph., etc. 
— Lachm. : 7ovxiov cat mpgéoc, in B, Vulg., Copt., etc. Instead of zpeéoc, Tisch. 
reads mpaéwc, cf. A. Buttmann, p. 23. — Ver. 5. Millius, without sufficient reason, 
regards the words, ai éArifovoat ént tov Oedv, as spurious, because they are not in 
the vss. Aethiop. — However, according to A, B, C, etc., and Lachm. and Tisch., 
éi¢ should probably be read for ézi. The article tov, which is found almost only in 
min., must be deleted (Lachm., Tisch.), so that the original text probably runs: 
ai éArivovoa cig Ocdv. NS reads ai éAn, émi Tov Oedv, after the word éavrac. — Ver. 6. 
bnjxovoe]. Lachm.: tr7xovev is insufficiently attested by B, Vulg. — Ver. 7. The 
Rec. ovykAnpovouore (Tisch.) is found in several min. (3, 7, 8, ete.), in Vulg., Syr., 
Aeth., Arm., Arr., in Thph., Oec., Aug., etc.; it is doubtful if in B.1 In & we 
find at first hand, ovyxAnpovéuouc, and, as correction, ovyxAnpovouote (according to 
Buttm.). In A, C, K, L, P, many min., several versions, and Hier., on the 
other hand, we find the nominative, ovyxAnpovouo: (Lachm.). The opinion of 
critics as to which is the original reading, is much divided ; almost all com- 
mentators prefer the Rec.; so, too, Reiche ; whilst Hofm. holds an opposite 
view. According to the handwriting, the nominative appears clearly to be the 
better-attested reading ; but for this, see the commentary on the verse. — A, C**, 
x, several min., Hier., add the adjective mouxiAye to yapiroc, which is probably 
taken from chap. iv. 10, but which Hofm. nevertheless considers genuine. — 
Instead of Rec. éxxérrecda, after O**, K, L, several min., and Theoph. (Tisch. 
7), Lachm. and Tisch. 8 read, after A, B, &, etc., éyxémreofat (Tisch. 8, évx.), 
which Hofmann also considers the original reading. Both readings occur in 
Oec. It cannot be decided with certainty. Buttm., following B, has accepted 
the dative rai¢ mpocevyaic, in place of the accus. Td¢ mpocevydc. Grammatically 
no objection can be raised (‘‘so that no hinderance be given to your prayers”) ; 
but as this reading is only found in B, it can hardly be considered the original 


1 Birch has given as the reading of B: ing of B. On the other hand, in his Recensus 
avyKAnpovéuot, but has been accused of error _ lectt., Cod. &, he gives ovykAnpovépois as the 
by Majus. Buttmann, in his edition, reads reading adopted by him. 
ovykAypovewor, and gives this also as the read- 


274. THE FIRST EPISTLE. OF PETER. 


one. — Ver. 8. ramewvddpovec]. After A, B, C, &, ete., Syr., Erp., ete.; accepted 
even by Griesb. and Scholz, instead of the ¢Adgpovec of K, and several min. In 
some Cod. both words are placed side by side, which may, according to Hofmann, 
be taken as the original reading. — Ver 9. According to almost all authorities, 
A, B, C, K, &, al., Syr., utr. Copt., ete., as also Lachm. and Tisch., edore¢ 
should be deleted. — Ver. 10. The Ree. gives the pronoun airov after yAdooav 
(K, L, P, &, etc.); in A, B, C, and several min., it is wanting here, as also after 
xeiAn ; Lachm. and Tisch. have accordingly omitted it in both passages. — 
Ver. 11. After éxxdwarw, several Codd., A, B, C*, have the particle dé (Lachm., 
Tisch. 7), which in the Rec. is wanting after C**, K, L, P, &, etc. (Tisch. 8). 
The omission seems to be a correction. — Ver. 12. of o¢@adpot]. The article is 
wanting in A, B, C*, K, L, P, &, etc., omitted by Scholz, Lachm., Tisch.; 
Griesb., too, regards of as doubtful. In the original passage (Ps. xxxiv. 16, 
LXX., it is wanting. —Ver. 13. Gydwrai], After A, B, C, 8, al. (Lachm., Tisch. 
8), instead of the Rec., suuqtai in K, L, P, several min., Oec. (Tisch.). ueuenrat 
appears to be a correction. ov ayasod having been taken as masc., and (7Awrat 
not being suitable thereto, uiuntai, following such passages as Eph. v. 1, 1 Thess. 
i. 6, very naturally presented itself; De Wette, Wiesinger, Reiche, Hofmann, 
prefer uiunrai ; Brickner and Schott, “aorai. Instead of édv ... yévyabe, B 
reads: ei... yévovo#e, as Buttm. notes, without, however, receiving it into the 
text. — Ver. 14. Instead of dA” ci, in A and several min.: e dé. — uqdé tapayxo7re, 
omitted in B, L, 43, but yet received into the text by Buttm.— Ver. 15. rdv 
Oeov]. Rec., after K, L, P, several min., Thph., Oec. Instead of this, Lachm. 
and Tisch. read tov Xpiorov (considered by Griesb. to be probably the genuine 
reading) ; attested by A, B, C, &, 7, al., Syr., utr. Copt., etc., Clem., Fulgent. 
The alteration to tov Gedv is explained by Isa. viii. 18. — After érovuwot, the Ree. 
adds dé; according to Tisch.’s statement, it stands in A, K, etc., but not in 
B, C, &, etc. ; Buttm. affirms that it is also to be found in B; Tisch. 7 has 
retained it ; Lachm. and Tisch. 8 have not. —In place of airody7t, § has the 
correction : ama:robvtt, — A, B, C, 8, 5, al., Copt., Syr., etc., have aAAé@ before 
vera, Which Lachm. and Tisch, have justly accepted ; it may be considered as 
the original, not only from the testimony of the authorities (it is wanting only 
in K, L, P, some min., and versions, in Oec., Beda), but also as being the more 
difficult reading. — Ver. 16. The reading which is best attested by the authori- 
ties is : év G xatadahodvar buav we Kaxorotdv, as in A, C, K, 8, ete. Instead of the 
indicative, Rec. has the conjunctive : xataAadoow, B, on the other hand, simply 
has xatadadeiofe, which Tisch. has accepted ; he is, however, hardly justified in 
doing so, as it is too insufficiently attested, and appears rather to be a correction 
for the purpose of making the passage less difficult (cf. Schott and Hofmann), 
— Ver. 17. & 0éAvr]. Justly accepted even by Griesb., instead of the Rec. e 
dédet, — Ver. 18. qudv, following upon duapriv, in'C**, al., Syr., Arr., etc., has 
been accepted by Lachm. in his small edition ; it appears to have been inserted 
in consideration of iva tude mpooayayy t. 8. — Instead of the Rec. rade, in B, K, 
L, P, pl., Thph., Oec., Aug. (Tisch. 7), A, C, 8,5, al., Cypr., Didym., several 
versions (Lachm., Tisch. 8) have dnédave ; De Wette-Briickner explain drédave 
to be a gloss, after Rom. v. 6, vi. 10; Heb. iv. 27; to this Wiesinger agrees ; it 
is, however, possible that éma@ev arose from chap. ii. 21, as Hofm. also thinks. - 
According to Tisch., the reading of the Codd., A, C*, G, before the verb, is: 
brép Huav vel inép buav ; & has brép Huey ; but whether this addition be genuine, 
cannot with certainty be decided ; it may equally well have been left out as 
superfluous, as added in order to give prominence to the peculiar significance of 
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the death of Christ. — Instead of jude (A, C, K, L, al., pl., several versions, ete., 
Lachm., Tisch. 8), B and several min. have dua (Tisch. 7); insufficiently 
attested. In the original handwriting, 8 has neither jude nor tude; in the 
correction, 7ud¢. In B, 7 Gd, after mpocayéyy, is wanting, for which reason 
Buttm. has omitted it. — zvedpuati]. Accepted even by Griesb., instead of Rec. 
7 mvevuatl. — Ver. 20, dmegedéxeTo]. Undoubtedly the correct rendering, instead 
of the dmag éedéyero, which is hardly supported by any authority. Tisch. 
remarks : videtur ex conjectura Erasmi fluxisse, qui sic edidit inde ab ed. 2.— 
odiyat}. Rec., after C, K, L, P, many min., Thph., Oec. (Griesb., Scholz) ; 
Lachm. and Tisch., on the other hand, following A, B, &, al., Vulg., Orig., etc., 
have accepted oAiyo, oAtyat seems to be a correction, because of the subsequent 
poyalt. —Ver. 21. 6]. Rightly accepted by Griesb., instead of the reading @ in 
the ed. Elz. —In K, many min., Thph., etc., the opening words — evidently as 
a correction for the sake of simplification — are thus transposed : 6 avritumov viv 
buac oocer. —Instead of the 7ud¢ in the Rec. (C, K, L, Copt., ete., Thph., Oec.), 
Lachm. and Tisch. have adopted tudc (A, B, P, 8, several vss., and Fathers) ; 
doubtless rightly, as the change to tudc can be explained on the principle that 
the more general 7uac¢ seemed better suited to the context. Reiche prefers jude. 
— Ver. 22. According to almost all authorities, the article tod stands before 
Ocod (Rec., Lachm., Tisch. 7); Tisch. 8, however, following B and x, has 
dropped it. 

Ver. 1. From here to ver. 6, an exhortation to wives. — duolwe not 
simply particula transeundi (Pott); on account of the subsequent trorac- 
coueva. it stands related rather to the exhortation contained in what pre- 
eedes; the participle here as in chap. 11. 18. —ai yuvaixec. Form of address, 
like of oixétac (as opposed to Steiger); vid., dudv, ver. 2; tov yuvaccdv (instead 
of tudv) is used here, not because the thought is a general one (De Wette, 
Wiesinger), nor “ because Peter means to say that the heathen men should 
be won over by their own wives” (Schott), but because the apostle wishes 
clearly. to point out how the wives too may be able to advance the kingdom 
of God. The words are addressed generally to all Christian wives, though, 
as the sequel shows, with special reference to those who have unbelieving 
husbands. — broraccdpevat toi¢ idiow dvdpaow]. idiog is used here, not by way 
of contradistinction (Glossa interl.: suis viris, non adulteris, or according to 
Calvin: ut Ap. castitatis uxores admoneat avocetque a suspectis obsequiis virorum 
aliorum; so, too, Fronmiiller), but only to express the idea of belonging 
together, more strongly than the simple pronoun; cf. also Winer, p. 145 f. 
(E. T., 153 £.). — With the thought here expressed, cf. Eph. v. 22-24; Col. 
iii. 18; 1 Tim. ii. 9. It is self-evident, — although many interpreters have 
discussed the question at considerable length, —that the subjection of the 
wife to the husband is of quite a different kind from that of the slave to 
the master. The apostle, however, does not go into the subject further, but 
contents himself with simply emphasizing that point.1— wa xai ei twee 
dmebovat TH Abyw]. Kad el, i.€., “even then when,” supposes not only a possible, 


1 For similar remarks of the ancients, see , cant: aya0}s yuvaikds éorwv, & Nukootparyy mn 
in Steiger; that of the humorist Philemon (in — «peitrov’ elvas 7 avdpos, add’ VrjKoov. 
a Fragment, ver. 123) is particularly signifi- 


276 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER. 

but a particularly unfavorable case; that is to say, when men who are 
joined to Christian wives oppose the Adyor, even then may such be gained 
over by the Christian walk of their wives;1 tec must be conceived as 
referring to heathen men with Christian wives. — With 716 Ady», cf. chap. 
ii. 8. — The expression deeiv denotes here, as in chap. ii. 7, not a simple 
negation only (Pott: ad religionem christianam nondum accessisse), but an 
opposition to. — dia tig 1év yuvaudv dvactpogig: éavrdv must be supplied to 
yuvaixov; it is not wives in general who are here meant, but only the wives 
of heathen husbands. — dévaorpoo7; quite generally: the Christian walk of 
women, with special reference, however, to their relation to their husbands; 
it is precisely obedience that most easily wins the heart. — dvev Adyou: Huss, 
incorrectly: sine verbo. praedicationis publicae (so, too, Fronmiiller); the 
words are used here to emphasize more strongly 6: tie . . . avaotpopyc, and 
must be held to refer to the conduct of wives (De Wette, Wiesinger). 
Schott wrongly unites dvev Aoyov with the preceding rice . . . dvaorpody¢ into 
one idea; Peter could never have meant to say that the walk of women 
should be a silent one. The apostle’s thought is this: If the husbands 
oppose the Word, the wives should all the more diligently seek to preserve 
a Christian walk, in order by it to win over their husbands, even without 
words, i.e., “ without preaching and exhortation on their part ” (De Wette). 
Oecumenius incorrectly refers these words to the conduct of husbands in 
the sense: cessanti omni verbo et contradictione. —xepdndjcovra: that is to 
say, for the faith, and by it for the kingdom of God; cf. 1 Cor. ix. 19 ff.; 
so, too, Schott indeed, who, however, unjustifiably thinks that the apostle’s 
meaning is, that the preservation of the marriage relation is the primary object 
which is to be attained by the good behavior of the wives. On the indic. 
with iva, cf. Winer, p. 269 ff. (E. T., 287 ff.). 

Ver. 2. émomretoavtes tHv év o68w dyviv avactpogyy tuav: for éronr., cf. 
chap ii.12. The participial clause here serves as a further explanation of 
the preceding 0d, «.7.A, —dyvd¢: “ chaste,” in the full extent of. the word, not 
only in contradistinction to mopveia proper, but to whatsoever violates the 
moral relation of the subjection of the wife to her husband. This éyveia is 
determined by év $68 (not equal to, in timore Dei conservato: Glossa interl. ;- 
Grotius too, Bengel, Jachmann, Weiss, Fronmiiller, etc., ‘understand by 
#080¢ here the “fear of God”), as connected in the closest possible way 
with the shrinking from every violation of duty towards the husband; ? 
ef. chap. ii. 18. 

Ver. 3. dv fora]. The genitive dv does not depend on a xéouoc to be 
supplied from the predicate 6 dev . . . xdouoc (De Wette, Wiesinger, 


1 Hofmann maintains that if the protasis be 
thus understood, the apodosis is not suited to 
it, “inasmuch as no other case could be sup- 
posed in which the husband could be won, 
without words, by the conduct of his wife, 
than that of his being disobedient to the 
Word,” and that the difficulty can only be 
removed if ei tives be interpreted as equal to 
oitives. But the difficulty Hofmann alludes 


to clearly still remains, though in fact it has 
no existence if only the idea amevWodar receive 
the precision it is entitled to. 

2 Schott unwarrantably maintains that in 
this interpretation it is not avaotpoby which is 
more precisely defined by the homogeneous 
adjectival expression év $68 ayvy, but ayvn 
avactp. by év ddBw. 
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Schott, Hofmann); such a construction, arbitrary in itself, is here entirely 
inadmissible on account of the remoteness of the predicate, from which the 
idea wanting is to be taken. The genitive is rather ruled by égorw. eivai rive 
expresses, as usual, the relation of belonging to; the sense is therefore: 
‘ whose business let it be,” i.e., who have to occupy themselves with.1— ox 
6 é&wdev, k.7.A... As often in our epistle, the negative preceding the positive. 
— 6 tw6ev is closely joined together with xéouoc. The genitives which stand 
between, and are dependent on xécyoc, serve to determine the idea more 
precisely , their position immediately after 6 éwev is explained from the 
intention of the writer to lay special emphasis on them, since it belongs to 
women te take pleasure in adorning themselves in this wise. The whole 
expression is to be interpreted thus: “outward adornment wrought by the 
plaiting of hair, the wearing of gold, or the putting on of apparel.” — éurdoxn, 
ax Aey (in the passage specially to be compared with this, 1 Tim. ii. 9, 
rAéyuata is used), not “the plaits,” but “the plaiting; ” it is an active idea, 
like repi6eote and évdvoic; “these verbalia describe the vain occupation of 
worldly women” (Wies.); xpioa are golden ornaments generally. — The 
last two members of the clause, united by 7, are connected with the first 
by «ai, because they have reference to things which are put on the body. 
Ver. 4. As antithesis to what precedes, 4/2’ 6 éowbev kdouoc would have 
been expected; instead of this, however, the author at once states in what 
that adornment does consist. —6 xpuntdce tie xapdiac dvOpwroc does not mean 
the virtutes christ. quas Spir. s. per regenerationem in homine operatur (Gerhard ; 
so, too, Wiesinger and Fronmiiller), for here there is no mention either of the 
Holy Ghost or of regeneration. It denotes simply the inner man, in contra- 
distinction to the outward man (so, too, De Wette, Briickner, Weiss, Schott, 
Hofmann); xpumréc, antithesis to éwbev, ver. 3; cf. 6 gow dvop., Rom. vii. 22; 
Eph. iii. 16; 6 éowdev, sc. dvdp., 2 Cor. iv. 16; cf., too, such expressions as: 
Ta KpurTa tHe xapdiac, 1 Cor. xiv. 25, and ra xpumra tov dvOp., Rom. ii. 16. The 
apostle selected the expression xputréc as a contrast to the conspicuous adorn- 
ment formerly spoken of. ric xapdiac is not gen. qualitatis (Schott); xapdia 
itself denotes no quality; it is the genitive of apposition subjoined, in that 
xapdia is the seat of the feeling and the disposition. —év 7 d¢@aptw]. 7d 
dodaprov, substantive (like g@apra, chap. i. 18), “ the imperishable” (incorrectly, 
Hofmann: év 76 dg0aprw, sc. xoouw), in contrast to the perishable ornaments 
above mentioned. The prepos. év points out the sphere in which the inner 
hidden man should move. If dv 6 xéouoc éorw be supplied after aAda, then 
* éy is to be joined with it, so as to show in what, and with what, this their 
inward hidden man should be their ornament” (Schott; so, too, Hofmann). 
— Tov mpgéoc kal hovyiov mvevyatoc, a more exact definition of the dgdaprov; it 


1 When Hofmann would advance against reply that it is not 6 kpumrTos . . . av@pwmos in 
this construction, that the affirmative subject itself, but 0 kpumtos . .. avOpwmos ev TH 
(ver. 4) is not suitable to it, ‘‘since it may be apOdptw, k. tT. A., Which is to be taken as that 
said of the hidden man of the heart, that it which should be characteristic of women; as 
should be the woman’s adornment, but not Hofmann also in his expositions says: “‘ The 
that it should be her business, for she herself adornment of women is not indicated by the 
is that hidden man,” it must be observed in simple, but by the compound expression.” 
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denotes not the mv, éyov of God, but the spirit of man. The meek and quiet 
spirit (here emphasized with special reference to broracoéyevor, ver. 1) is that 
“imperishable,” in which the hidden life of woman should exist and move.* 
& fori évortov Tod Osod wodvredés]. 6 does not apply to the whole (Grotius), 
nor to 7 deddpr» (Bengel, Pott, Steiger, Schott), since it is self-evident that 
the dpsaprov is in God’s eyes nodvredéc. It is to be taken with the immedi- 
ately preceding mvetuaroc (De Wette, Wiesinger). Such a mveiya is, in the 
judgment of God (1 Tim. ii. 3), modvredéc (Mark xiv. 3; 1 Tim. ii. 9), whilst 
outward adornment, worthless to the divine mind, possesses a value only in 
the eyes of men.? . 

Vv. 5, 6. obtw yap, ground for the exhortation: dv éorw, etc., by the ex- 
ample of the saintly women of the O. T. ofrw refers back to what precedes. 
—noté kai ai Gytat yvvaixec]. oré, i.e., in the time of the Old Covenant. — 
ayia: because they belonged to the chosen people of God (Schott), and their 
life was sanctified and consecrated to God in faith. —ai éAmifovoat sic (én?) 
Gcov]. Cf..1 Tim. v. 5. This nearer definition is subjoined not only be- 
cause hope in God, i.e., in the fulfilment of His promises, was the character- 
istic mark of the piety of these holy women, rooted as it was in faith, but 
specially “to explain why it did not, and could not, occur to them, ever to 
delight in empty show.” (Hofmann).? — With éxdoyovy éavrac, cf. 1 Tim. ii. 9. 
— iroraccéuevae toic dvdpaow is linked on to éxdopovv éavtac, showing wherein 
lay the proof that they had adorned themselves with the meek and quiet 
spirit. There is but one (De Wette) characteristic indeed here mentioned ; 
but, according to the connection, it is the chief manifestation of that spirit. 
It is incorrect to resolve (as was formerly done in the commentary) the par- 
ticiple into: “from this fact, that.” — Veer. 6. d¢ Zappa imfxovoe 7H ’ASpadu]. A 
simple comparison of the contents of: the two passages is a sufficient refuta- 
tion of De Wette’s supposition that, in the words before us, there is a refer-. 
ence to Heb. xi. 11. —éc: particula allegandi exemplum: Bengel. Sarah is 
mentioned, because, as the wife of Abraham and ancestress of the people 
of Israel, she had especial significance in the history of redemption.+— 


or there be some other good reason for adorn- 
ing herself, then she is right to do so.” Calvin, 
too, rightly observes: ‘* Non quemvis cultum 


1 The two expressions, mpats and javxtos, 
must not be sharply distinguished; mpavrns 
stands contrasted specially with opyy (Jas. i. 


20, 21) or ¢jdos (Jas. iii. 18, 14), synonymous 
with émecketa, (2 Cor. x. 1), waxpodvjuia (Col. 
iii. 12), vrowovy (1 Tim. vi. 11), ete.; it is 
peculiar to him who does not allow himself 
to be provoked to wrath. jovxia is related to 
axatagtagia; a novxLos is he who is peaceable 
and does not care for noisy life. Bengel inter- 
prets mansuetus (mpavs), ‘qui non turbat;” 
tranquillus (novxvos), * qui turbas aliorum fert 
placide;” the contrary would be more correct. 

2 Luther: “A woman should be thus dis- 
posed as not to care for adornment. Else 
when people turn their minds to adornment, 
they never give it up; that is their way and 
their nature; therefore a Christian woman 
should despise it, But it her husband wish it, 


reprehendere voluit Petrus, sed morbum vani- 
tatis, quo mulieres laborant.” 

8 According to Schott, this addition is meant 
to express that ‘ the complete development of 
the Christian Church, to which they belonged, 
was only as yet an object of hope;” but this 
introduces a reference which the words do not 
contain. 

* Schott applies o> to that which directly 
precedes, in this sense: that “the conduct of 
the holy women was regulated only according 
to the standard of Sarah.” Hofmann thus : 
that Sarah “is mentioned as a shining example 
of the conduct of holy women.” Both are 


‘wrong, since neither is alluded to by as. 
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bnqxovoe refers not merely to the single case which the apostle had particu- 
larly before his mind, but denotes the habitual behavior of Sarah towards 
Abraham: the aor. is used here as in Gal. iv. 8 (De Wette, Wiesinger, Schott). 
— kiplov aitév xadodca]. She showed herself submissive to the will of Abra- 
ham in this, that she called him xépioc. The allusion is here to Gen. xviii. 12 
(cf. also 1 Sam. i. 8, LXX.).— ie éyevgonre téxva]. Lorinus: non successione 
generis, sed imitatione fidei ; Pott incorrectly explains the aorist by the future 
(éceo0e); the translation, too, of the Vulg., estis, is inexact; Luther is right: 
“whose daughters ye are become.” As Paul calls the believing heathen, on 
account of their faith, children of Abraham, so Peter here styles the women 
who had become Christians, children of Sarah. —dyadorowscw does not be- 
long to iroracoduevar, as if dc Séppa .. . ténva were a parenthesis (Bengel, 
Ernesti, etc.), but to éyer@yre, not, however, as stating how they become 
(Weiss, p. 110 f.)! or “have become” children of Sarah (to the first interpre- 
tation the aorist éyevfoyre is opposed, to the latter the pres. partic.), but as 
showing the mark by which they proved themselves children of Sarah. It 
may be resolved into “since,” or “that is to say if,” ete. It is grammati- 
cally incorrect to see in dyaforowtca the result of je éyev7Onte téxva, and to 
explain: “in this way have they become the children of Sarah, that they are 
now in accordance therewith cyaborowdoar and yA doBobuevac” (Schott). By 
Gyaforoety is to be understood here not specially benevolence (Oecum.) ;? 
the word denotes rather the whole moral activity of Christian life in its 
fullest extent, although here, as the connection shows, with particular refer- 
ence to the marriage relation. —xal pu goBobpmevar pndeuiav nrénow)]. TTONOWG 
equals 968o¢ (Pollux, v. 122: cvorory, b6pvBoc, rapay#), in the N. T. Gm. Arey. 
(Luke xxi. 9, xxxvii. 9, the verb mrongévrec is connected with éuoBor yevouevor); 
it denotes not the object causing fear, but the fear itself which is felt; 
and it can be looked on either objectively as a power threatening man, or 
laying hold of him (as, Prov. iii. 25, LXX.: kat ob goBndnoy nrénow éneAOodoav; 
1 Mace. iii. 25: 9 mrénotc énininre éni ta é@vn; the synonymous terms 9d{oc, 
tpouoc, are used also in a like manner), or taken in a sense purely subjective. 
Most commentators understand zréyoe here in the first of these senses, only 
they do not take the conception strictly by itself, but identify it with that 
which causes fear; in the first edition of this commentary, the second mean- 
ing is attributed to mrégow: ooBeicba mronow equal to @oPBeicar Bor: “to 
experience fear” (Mark iv. 41; Luke ii. 9; cf. Winer, p. 210 f. [E. T., 223)); 
but this explanation is opposed by the fact “that in such a connection the 
substantive must be taken not in idea only, but in form also from the verb” 
(Briickner). The idea here is quite as universal as in dyadon. ; and accord- 
ingly it must be conceived as the fear generally which the enmity of the 


1 Jt must be held, with Wiesinger, Briick- 
ner, and Schott, in opposition to Weiss and 
Fronmiiller, that it is more natural to take 
these words as applying to Gentile-Christian 
rather than to Jewish-Christian readers. For 
inasmuch as the latter, before their conversion, 
were already réxva THs Zappas, some allusion 
must haye been made to their not having been 


so in a right manner, and as they now had 
become. It does not follow from John viii. 39 
(as Weiss thinks) that an allusion of this kind 
was unnecessary. 

2 Mera Tov evKdcpov Kat mpémovTos Xpto- 
TLAVOLS KOT MOV Kal EAENLovas aUTAS civat TapaL= 
vel, mndev UmoBAemopmevas TOV amd TaV avdpav 
avtav bua TOTO EKAOYLOMOVs 
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unbelieving world occasions to believers; still, according to the connection, 
the apostle had doubtless in his mind more particularly the conduct of 
heathen men towards their Christian wives. — Luther’s translation is in- 
exact: “if ye... are not so fearful.” The rendering of Stephanus is 
incorrect, s. v., ntonow: jubentur mulieris offictum facere ETIAM, CUM nullus 
eas metus constringit, i.e., sponte et ultro. 

Ver. 7. of dvdpec duoiwc]. duoiwc, with the participle following, refers back, 
as in ver. 1, to inordynre maoy dvOp. xrioet, with which the exhortation begins 
(Hofmann); though there is no tmoraccduev (cf. ii. 18, iii. 1), there lies 
something corresponding to it in the fact that the wife on her part possesses 
a tyu9 to be acknowledged by the husband. Pott erroneously renders éyoiwe 
by vicissim, “on the other hand;” nor is it, as De Wette thinks probable, 
to be expanded: “in like manner, ye men also, hear my exhortation.” — 
cvvorxodvTes]. ovvorxeiv (um. Aey.) is not a euphemismus de tori conjugalis consue- 
tudine (Hieronym., Contra Jovian., lib. 1.c.4; Augustin., In Ps. czlvi., etc.); 
the reference is rather to life together at home. xara yrdov]. As yvaor is 
here anarthrous, it is wrong to understand yra¢ as referring directly to 
“Christian recognition of the relation of wife to husband” (Briickner, 
Schott) ; xara yydow is rather an adverbial expression, in which yvéor is to 
be understood generally, as Wiesinger correctly remarks: “according to recog- 
nition, i.e., so that home life must be regulated by knowledge and under- 
standing” (so also Hofmann). Similar adverbial expressions, formed by a 
conjunction of «ur with an anarthrous subst., occur frequently both in clas- 
sical and N. T. Greek. It is evident from the context that kara yvaow has 
here special reference to the marriage relation; but from this it does not 
follow that the interpretation, “in a judicious, discerning manner,” or Lu- 
ther’s “with reason,” is incorrect (in opposition to Briickner and Schott). 
De Wette is completely mistaken in rendering yvdouw by “that knowledge 
of men and self, in fact, that inward discernment, which is the condition of 
all moderation,” as is Bengel also directly by moderatio.1— dc dobeveorépw 
oxebet TY yuvaixeiw is erroneously connected by Luther and others with drové- 
ovtec; it belongs, however, to cvvocodvrec, which requires a nearer definition. 
— The word oxeioce is used to designate the wife in 1 Thess. iv. 4 (see Liine- 
mann in loc.) with reference to the husband; the same meaning, though 
with various applications, is here attributed to it by many interpreters.? 
But this view is incorrect, for r@ yuvaixeiy, sc. oxete, is subjoined by way of 
explanation, and the comparative do@. shows that the husband also is thought 
of as oxeioc. oxedog must be taken here in its specific meaning of a utensil 
(or instrument) serving a particular purpose, and is accordingly to be under- 
stood as specially applicable to man, in so far as the latter is used by God 


1 Oecumenius understands this exhortation 
in connection with ver. 6, as having a special 
application to the household: ot avSpes.. « 
avvoiKkovvTes* TovTéaTLW: aig@now AauBavovTes 
THS TOD OHAEOsS KOVpsTHTOS Kai TOD evTapadhdpov 
€v TACL, Kal eis uLKpouylay evorLcOov, paKxpdbu- 
moe yiverbe mpos avTas, wh Adyor amattoovTEs 


TLUKPOS TOV KaTa THY oikiay avTov eis Tapcecay 
TapaKkatedeTwoV. 

2 Beza: * Est femina vas, i. e., comes et 
adjutrix viro ad fideliter coram Deo transi- 
gendam vitam adjuncta.” Bengel: ‘‘Denotat 
hoe sexum et totum ingenium temperament- 
umque foemineum.” 
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for the accomplishment of His will (cf. Acts ix. 15). It is inaccurate, nor 
can it be justified by Rom. ix. 21 ff., to take the word in the general sense 
of “creation” (so Wiesinger, and formerly in this commentary). Hofmann 
understands oxetoc here as referring both to the husband and the wife, inas- 
much as “in a life united in marriage, one part is destined to be and to 
accomplish something for the other;” but the reference to this mutual 
relation is purely arbitrary.1— dodeveorépw]. Bengel: Comparativus, etiam 
vir habet infirmitatem ; in like manner Steiger: “the less weak is called upon 
to assist the more weak” (thus also Fronmiiller). This view is, however, 
incorrect; it is the husband rather as the stronger oxeioc — there is no refer- 
ence made here to his weakness —who is here contrasted with the wife as 
the weaker (De Wette, Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann). And, because he is 
such a oxevoc, it is demanded of him that he live with his wife cata yvdow; o¢ 
here also states the reason: because the wife is a ox. dodevevéorepov, it is ac- 
cordingly incumbent on the man to behave towards her xara yrdow. Schott 
erroneously sees in «card yvoow the determining reason why the man should 
treat her as a ox. do@.; but this can the less be maintained, that «. yy. cannot 
signify “because he recognizes her as such,” but states the manner of the 
ovvoielv, — dobeveotépw oxever Stands in apposition to 76 yuvaixeiw, sc. oxeber, and 
is put first by way of emphasis. — yuvaieioc, am. Aey., Lev. xviii. 22; Deut. 
xxii. 5, LXX.; Esth. ii. 11, 17. — érovéuovrec tiwqv, “in that ye show honor 
(respect) to them;” drovévew in the N. T. ax. Acy. — The participle is not co- 
ordinate with the foregoing (cvvoxobvrec), but subordinate to it, since it brings 
prominently forward one of the chief ways in which the preceding exhorta- 
tion may be carried into effect. The thought here must not be arbitrarily 
limited to any special relation (e. g., to that of maintenance or of continence, 
etc.). The husband should, in every relation, show the respect due to his 
wife. — d¢ Kat ovyxAnpovonote (-0r) xdpttoc Gwe Serves as ground of the exhorta- 
tion; if the reading be ovyxAnpovouow, the reference is to the wives; if 
ovykAnpovoyor, to the husbands (in opposition to Pott, who somewhat singu- 
larly interprets as equal to elo yap ovyxAnpovéyor, sc. al yuvaixec). The dative 
is more in harmony with the structure of the sentence and the thought, and 
therefore is to be preferred to the nom. supported by the authorities; 
although the nom. may be defended on the ground that husbands, as ovy«a. 
of their wives, should in turn regard the latter as their ovy«a, But since 
this last is really the point of importance, it can hardly be assumed that the 
apostle would only have hinted at it, without openly giving expression to 
it.2— cai ovykAnpovouorr, De Wette-Briickner explain, “as (those who) also 


base his exhortation to the men to honor their 
wives, by reminding them (the men) that they 
are called to inherit the xdpis gwhs along with 
their wives?” MReiche says: ‘‘scilicet quia 


1 Schott arbitrarily asserts that the creature 
' is here termed cxevos, “as a vessel which is 
destined to receive into itsel/, as its real con- 
tents, the realization of the divine will.” 


Even though a vessel containing something 
can be termed a oxevos, it does not follow that 
oxevos must be understood as meaning this 
and nothing else. 

2 Tn the second edition of this Commentary 
it was said: ‘‘ Why should not the apostle 


absurdum (!) esset, sic argumentari.” Briick- 
ner maintains that meaning to be ‘‘ altogether 
inappropriate and foreign to the purpose of 
the address.’”’ These assertions, however, can 
by no means be accepted, since the conscious- 
ness of being a fellow-heir of salvation with 
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(like yourselves) (are) fellow-heirs (one with another).” The reference here 
attributed to cov —simply on account of «ai—is inappropriate, since it is a 
thought entirely foreign to the context, that the wives are heirs with each 
other. If the reading ovy«Aypovouow be adopted, ovy applies to the husbands, 
equivalent to “with you;” «ai may stand with reference to the foregoing 
dobeveotépm, adding a second particular to it (Schott); or it may also serve 
simply to intensify ovv, since, strictly speaking, it is redundant.? If, how- 
ever, ovykAnpovéyor be read, xai is to be taken in the latter way, and is not to 
be explained thus: “by dmovéuovrec something further is enjoined, which 
goes beyond the... xara yvoow” (Hofmann); for ovvoccoivtes xara yvoow 
stands imperatively, whilst ovy«Anpovduo does not say what the husbands 
should be, but what they are. With the idea «Anpovdua, ef. chap. i. 4; the 
expression ovyxAnp., Rom. viii. 17; Eph. iii. 6; Heb. xi. 9.— yaperog wie). 
Cwae States in what the yépic, of which they are and will be «Anpovéuo., consists. 
It is erroneous to resolve the expression into ydpic Goca (Erasmus) or yépuc 
Cworowica (Grotius). Hofmann, assuming ovyxAnpovoyor nosxidne xaptrog Cwme to 
be the true reading, gives an interpretation different from the above: “as 
such who, with their wives, share a life of manifold grace, i.e., of those 
divine favors which are experienced in common in every marriage by be- 
lievers and unbelievers.” In this way, however, justice is done to neither 
of the ideas, nor is it pointed out what the favors in married life referred 
to are.?— eic 7d uh éyxdntecda (Rec. éxxdmrecdar) tag mpocevydc budv]. éyxonrew, 
strictly, incidere, then intercidere, from which arises the further meaning 
impedire ;® ixxéntev, pr. excidere, whence stirpitus delere;+ the idea of the 
latter word is stronger than that of the former, but the thought in both 
readings remains substantially the same, since both expressions denote the 
ceasing of prayer. Wiesinger incorrectly understands the meaning of 
the term éyxérr. to be: “prayer in the mean time there still is, but the way 
is closed to it.” In like manner De Wette, following Bretschneider: ne 
viam praecludatis precibus vestris, remarks: “ Prayer is by sin hindered from ~ 
mounting up to the throne of God;” and such is in substance Hofmann’s 
view.> This idea would, however, have been more definitely expressed. 


any one may very well lead to a recognition of 
‘ the ti“ which he possesses. Nor is there 
any thing improbable in the circumstance 
itself, that the apostle, whilst basing the ex- 


thinking that, since the same idea is expressed 
by «ac and ovy, one of the two must be 
redundant, and that “strictly” is only meant 
to show that cot is in so far not purely re- 


hortation cuvoikety kara yvoouy On the position 
of the women, should ground the damovénew 
Tiuyv on the position of the men.— Schott 
passes too lightly over the whole question. 

1 On the redundance of cai in comparisons, 
see Winer, p. 390 (E. T., 548); but this use of 
it cannot be appealed to, since a> here is not a 
comparative particle. Wiesinger thinks that 
ovv perhaps contains the reference to a com- 
munity to which man and wife equally belong; 
but what this was, would have been indicated 
by the context, as Eph. iii. 6; such, however, 
is not the case here. To the expression 
“strictly,” Reiche adds a ?, without ever 


dundant, that it serves to strengthen the idea 
expressed by ovr. 

2 There is no warrant for the opinion that 
the apostle’s exhortation must apply also to 
such husbands as have unbelieving wives, 
since a case so special might well have been 
passed over. If the apostle had wished to 
make reference to this, he would in some way 
have alluded to it; cf. ver. 1 ff. 

3 Hes. éumodigerv, SuaxwAveuv, 

4 Cf. Job xix. 10, LXX.: c&xowe 88 domep 
Séevdpov thv éAmida ov. 

5 In this interpretation the reference to the 
coming of prayer to God is a simple importa- 
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. The apostle does not say that the power and the hearing of prayer are hin- 
dered, but that the prayer itself is (this also in opposition to Reiche). In 
harmony with the connection of this last clause, by rac mpocevyac ipa is to be 
understood either the joint prayer of married persons (Weiss, p. 352),! or the 
prayers which those here addressed offer up, as the husbands of their wives 
(or, further, as heads of households). Depreciation of the wife, in spite of 
union with respect to the «Ajpovouia, necessarily excludes prayer from married 
life.2 Schott: “Where the husband does not recognize that the union of 

‘natural life in marriage is also union in the state of grace, there can natur- 
ally be no expression of the spiritual and Christian fellowship of marriage, 
no prayer in common.” 

Ver. 8. Exhortations of a general character follow, without regard to the 
various conditions of men, yet in connection with chap. ii. 11 ff. They deal 
with the relations of the Christians towards each other, and towards those 
who are inimically disposed to them. — 7d 6 rédoc, here adverbially: “finally, 
lastly ;” in the classics réAoc 6é occurs frequently. — mavrec, emphatically, in 
contrast to what preceded: slaves and masters, husbands and wives. — ore 
or some such word is usually supplied here; it is more correct, however, to 
consider the following adjectives, etc., as standing in a dependence similar 
to that of the participles formerly; only that the apostle has in his mind, 
instead of the particular imorayyre, x.7.A., in ii. 18, the more general exhorta- 
tion to obedience toward God. — dud¢povec, in the N. T. az. Aey. (Theognis, 81, 
éuodpova buudyv éxovrec); frequently 7d adrd gpovetv, Rom. xii. 16, xv. 5; 2 Cor. 
xiii. 11; Phil. ii. 2; similar expressions, 1 Cor. i. 10; Eph. iv. 3; Phil. 
iii. 16; Luther: “like-minded.” — ovurabeic, “ sympathizing,” in N. T. dm. Aey.; 
the verb, Heb. iv. 15, x. 34; for the explanation, comp. Rom. xii. 15. Ocecu- 
menius explains: ovurddea: 6 mpd¢ Tove KakG¢ naoxovtacg O¢ Kal é¢’ éavtoi¢ éAeoc} 
where, however, it is incorrect to limit the application to suffering only. 
Bengel: dudgp.: mente, cvuradeic: affectu in rebus secundis et adversis. — giAd- 
deAdat, “brotherly,” Luther; also am. dey.; the substantive occurs in chap. i. 22. 
—etorrayzyvo to be found, besides here, in Eph. iv. 32, “compassionate ;” in 
classical Greek: qui robustis est visceribus, as in Hippocr., p. 89 C; and figura- 
tively equal to ebxapd.oc, dvdpeioc; in the sense of compassionate it does not 
occur in the classics. — ramewégpovec]. am. Aey.: the ramewoppoobry (humility) as 


tion. Hofmann adds to the interpretation, interpretation of cvvoikodyvres; Nicol. de Lyra 
that ‘‘ the sighs of the wife bar the road to the says more correctly: ‘‘cum vir et uxor non 
husband’s prayers, by accusing him to God sunt bene concordes, minus poessunt orationi 


before his prayer, thus rendered worthless, vacare.’’ The Scholion in Matthaei, p. 199, is 
reaches Him.” But this is a thought alto- inadequate: 0 yap mepi Tv olkiay OdpuBos TaV 
gether foreign to the context. Kata Ocov eEpywv eudd.ov. 

1 Although in ver. 7 it is the husbands who 3 Pott explains erroneously, by appeal to 


are addressed, still, as the verse treats of their 1 Tim. i. 5: “Pro kara S€ ro TéAos summa 
behavior, towards their wives, juav can well cohortationum mearum jam eo redit’’ (in like 
apply to both. manner Erasmus, Grotius, Wolf, Steiger, etc.). 
2 Hieronymus, Oecumenius, etc., apply the Oecumenius marks the transition very well 
words, according to 1 Cor. vii. 3, ‘ad honorem thus: te xp tdvodoyetaOar ; amas mace dypte 
impertiendum uxoribus a viris, qui sit absti- todo yap TéAos Kai mpds TOVTO O aKdmOs ehopg 
nentia a congressu, ut orationi vacare possint ” TIS TwTNPLas. 
(Lorinus), which is connected with the false 
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well before God (Acts xx. 19) as towards our neighbor (chap. v. 5, Phil. 
ii. 8, where it is joined with onAéyxva oixripyov) ; here, with the latter refer- 
ence. — Calvin: humilitas praecipuum conservandae amicitiae vinculum. Hof- 
mann justly questions whether “izordccoua, the leading idea of the series 
of exhortations which here comes to a close, is, as it were, echoed in raze 
végp.” (Wiesinger). For a panegyric on humility, see Lorinus in loc. In 
the classics rarewo@puv means “ mean-spirited and faint-hearted.” The word 
@iA6@povec (spurious here) is explained by Gerhard: qui student facere ea quae 
alteri amica sunt et grata. The first three expressions show the loving rela- 
tion in which Christians stand to each other; the last two (or three), the 
conduct of Christians towards all without distinction (Hofmann). 

Ver. 9. Behavior towards the hostile world. jy drodiWévrec Kaxdv dvr? 
xaxov]. The same phrase occurs, Rom. xii. 17; 1 Thess. v. 15: conip. Matt. 
vy. 43 ff. —% Aowapiav dvti Aowopiac: comp. chap. ii. 23.1— robvavtiov dé ebAoyovr- 
rec, i.e., in return for kaxdv and Aowopia; evAoyeiv in the N. T., when used of 
man, is equal to bona apprecari, opposed to xarapdodu; cf. Matt. v. 44; Luke 
vi. 28; Rom. xii. 14; 1 Cor. iv. 12; Jas. iii. 9. Taken in this sense 
(Wiesinger, Briickner, Hofmann ),? it expresses simply the opposite of the 
preceding AowWopiay avr? Aodopiag. It is more in harmony with the context, 
however, to understand it as referring equally to kaxdv avr? kaxov; in which 
case it will have a wider sense, and be equivalent to “wishing well and 
showing kindness by word and deed” (Fronmiiller). This is supported by 
the subsequent edAoyiav; nor does the N. T. usage stand in the way, in so 
far as in 2 Cor. ix. 5, 6, at least, evAoyia denotes something accomplished by 
human action, though Hofmann strangely seeks to lessen its force by under- 
standing it of “a personal greeting.” —ére ei¢ rovro éxAHOnte: comp. chap. 
li. 21. — iva eidoyiav KAnpovoujnonte.| From chap. ii. 21 it is natural to take 
ei¢ Tovro as referring to what precedes (edAoyovvres) (Oecumenius, Grotius, 
Calvin, Steiger, De Wette-Briickner, Fronmiiller, Reiche, Hofmann, etc.) ; 
in which case iva would belong either to ebAoyoivrec, bre. . . &kAROnTe thus 
forming a parenthesis, or to é«Ajén7e. But in the first case the close con- 
nection of the clauses is broken, whilst in the second the somewhat inade- 
quate idea arises, that we are called upon to bless, in order that we ourselves 
may obtain a blessing. It is therefore better to take eg rodro with the 
subsequent iva (Luther, Beza, Bengel, Wiesinger, Schott, etc.) ; comp. 
chap. iv. 6; John xviii. 37; Rom. xiv. 9. The consciousness that we, as 
Christians, are called to obtain a blessing, should be an incitement to us 
to bring blessing to others; the more so, that otherwise we shall fall short 
of the blessing to which we are called. On ebdoyiav Bengel rightly remarks: 
benedictionem aeternam, cujus primitias jam nunc pii habent. If sidétec before 
érc be the correct reading, it must be taken as in chap. i. 18. 


1 Nicol. de Lyra: ‘Non reddentes malum 
pro malo in factis injuriosis, nec maledictam 
pro maledicta in verbis contentiosis.” 

2 Schott no doubt insists that the bleasing 
of man is accomplished in word only and not 
in deed; but he does not say whether it means 
, a wish expressed in prayer (bona apprecari), 


or whether any operation through the word is 
to be understood, for he renders evaAoyety by 
**to bestow good in word.” If the former be 
implied, then it is wrong to say “that God’s 
blessing is in truth accompanied by deeds, but 
man’s must stop short at the word.” If the 
second, then man’s blessing is also in deed. 


CHAP. III. 10-12. 285 

Vv. 10-12. Quoted from Ps. xxxiv. 13-17, LXX., and strengthening 
the foregoing exhortations by a reference to the divine judgment. In the 
original the first clause forms an interrogation, to which the following 
clauses, in the second person imperative, give the answer. —6 ydp béAwy Comp 
ayandgy, Kat idsiv juépac ayabac]. The translation of the LXX., an inexact 
reproduction of the Hebrew,! runs: ric éorw dvépumoe 6 béAwy Conv, ayandy 
nuépac ayaac; Peter’s deviation from it by the conjunction of ¢éAwy dyanév is 
striking. — ¢éAev is not used adverbially here, equivalent to “fain;” but 
neither must another conception be substituted for dyaxév; De Wette: “he 
who will show love for life” (i.e., a yearning desire after it). The idea 
“show,” besides being an arbitrary introduction, is inappropriate, inasmuch 
as it is love of life itself, and not the showing of it, that is here in question. 
Wiesinger is more happy: “He who is really in earnest as to the love of 
life.” 9é4ev is then to be explained on the principle that love of Ga, no 
less than the possession of it, is conditioned by a certain course of conduct 
on the part of man. Bengel, appealing to Eccles. ii. 17, interprets still 
better: qui vult ita vivere, ut ipsum non taedeat vitae ; i.e., who will have life so 
that he can love it; so, too, Schott; similarly Hofmann, only that the latter 
unnecessarily understands dyarav to mean simply “to enjoy a thing.” — kai 
ideiv juépac dyadac: with ideiv in this connection, comp. Luke ii. 26; Heb. 
xi. 5; John iii. 83. — The passage in the Psalms has evidently reference to 
earthly happiness; according to De Wette, on the other hand, the apostle 
had the future and eternal life in view here; this, however, is not the case, 
for in the passage before us the reference is likewise to the present life 
(Wiesinger, Schott, and Brickner), only it must be observed that for the 
believer happiness in this life consists in something different from that of 
the man of the world; to the former, days of suffering also may be jyépae 
ayadai. If this be correct, yap cannot refer to the thought immediately pre- 
ceding, but only “to the whole exhortation, vv. 8,9” (Wiesinger, Schott). 
—navoito, «.7.4.]. The LXX., keeping to the Hebrew original, here and in 
what follows preserve the second person. — ratew, “lo cause to cease, to hold 
back ;” in classical Greek never joined with dé; the subsequent genitive 
Tob uy Aadjoa stands in conformity with the use of the verb among the 
Greeks; comp. Winer, p. 305 (KE. T., 325 f.).—xaxdv has a wider range 
than dédoc; there is no ground for limiting the application of the term here 
simply to words of reprimand (De Wette). With déAoc, comp. chap. ii. 1, 22. 
—Ver. ll. éxxdwirw 6, «.7.2.]. exxaivew a6; comp. Rom. xvi. 17. The 
same thought in the same words, Ps. xxxvii. 27; comp. further, Isa. i. 16, 
17; Rom. xii. 9. — dé, if it be genuine, serves to bring into prominence the 


1 In the original Hebrew the passage is : — 
Onn yang wy 
20 nied DD? IOs 
2 Similarly already the Glossa interl.; * qui 
vult ostendere, se dilectionem habere.” — 
Lorinus thinks that the combination of the 
two words serves to intensify the idea. ‘si 
recte dicitur quis concupiscere, desiderare 


(Ps. cxviii. 20), quidni velle, quod est verbum 
generale, amare? Innuit duplicatio non solum 
vehementiam desiderii amorisve, sed infirmi- 
tatem quoqgue carnis revocantis subinde vol- 
untatem, ne ita velit acriter et assiduo.” But 
in Ps. exviii. (Vulg., ‘‘ concupivit anima mea 
desiderare justificationes tuas”’) the counec- 
tion 1s different from here. 


286 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER. 


new idea, distinct from the preceding. —¢yryodro, «.7.2.: dudKew (comp. 
1 Tim. vi. 11, ete.), stronger than (yreiv (comp. Matt. vi. 33; Col. iii. 1).— 
The first half contains the general thought, the second emphasizes one more 
special. Although the exhortations of the apostle refer more particularly 
to the conduct of Christians towards their persecutors, yet they are not 
confined to this, but go beyond it (in opposition to Schott).— Ver. 12. 67 
6$0aAu0t Kvpiov, x.7.2.]. drt is inserted by the apostle in order to mark more 
precisely the connection of thought. The exhortations are founded on a 
reference to the manner of God’s dealings. On the first hemistich Bengel 
remarks: inde vitam habent et dies bonos. The apostle omits the words roi 
éLoAodpedoar éx yng Td wvnudovvov avtoy in the Psalm, added to mpdowmov . . . Kaxa 
(not because, as De Wette thinks, he considered them too strong), and thus 
deprives the last member of the verse of a nearer definition. Calvin, 
Grotius, Beza, De Wette, accordingly take the éxi of this member in a 
sense different from that which it has in the first, namely, as conveying the 
idea of “punishment,” equivalent to “against;” this, however, is arbitrary. 
Hensler, Augusti, and Steiger find in all three members the expression of 
“attentive observation” only; but this view—itself, according to the 
thought, inadequate — is opposed by the particle oé, which indicates rather 
a contrast, and is not to be translated, with Hensler, by “but also.” If, 
now, the antithesis be not contained in émi, it can be sought for only in 
mpoownov, Which, though in itself doubtless a vor media (comp. Num. vi. 25, 
26; Ps. iv. 7), is nevertheless in this passage of the Psalms to be thought 
of as one full of wrath, and, as such, was present to the mind of the apostle. 
Strictly speaking, indeed, this should have been expressed; but not neces- 
sarily so, since the antithesis between this and the preceding member of 
the verse makes it sufficiently apparent. A similar interpretation is given 
by Wiesinger, Brickner, and Schott. 

Ver. 13 serves further to emphasize the exhortation to well-doing, and 
at the same time introduces the following paragraph, in which Peter calls 
upon the Christians to suffer persecutions patiently. — «ei unites what 
follows with what precedes. A new reason, the truth of which is attested 
by the thought contained in ver. 12, is added in ver. 13 to the argument 
advanced for the preceding exhortation of ver. 12. The sense is: Do good, 
for to the good God is gracious, with the wicked He is angry; and those 
who do good, for this very reason none can harm.—ri¢ 6 kaxdowy bude: an 
impressive and passionate question (stronger than a simple negative), in 
which must be noted the form 6 kaxdowv, se. éori instead of kaxdoe, as also 
the sharp contrast between xaxotv and the subsequent dyafod. “Do harm,” 
as a rendering of xaxoiv (Wiesinger, De Wette), is too weak. The word is 
used for the most part of ill-treatment (Acts vii. 6, 19, xii. 1, xviii. 10), and 
denotes here, with reference to the preceding xaxé, such evil-doing as is 
really harmful for him who suffers it. It is possible that the apostle had 
in his mind Isa. 1. 9, LXX.: idod kopro¢ xoproe BonOHoer wor, tic kaxdoe we. The 
interrogative form expresses the sure confidence of the apostle, that to 
those who do good, no one either will or can do harm. Steiger’s interpre- 
tation is too pointless: “and indeed who then will seek to do you harm, as 
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you imagine, if you really,” etc.;1 for the reservation must be added that 
every proverb has this peculiarity, that it is not without exception (Benson), 
or that the statement in the oratio popularis must not be taken too strictly. 
The strong and consoling expression of an unshaken faith is thus reduced 
to a somewhat empty commonplace.?— éav tod dyabod Cydurad yérnode], Tod 
dyasos was taken by some of the older interpreters (Lorin., Aret., etc.) to 
be the genitive masc., probably on account of the article (as distinguished 
from the anarthrous dyadév, ver. 11). Weiss also thinks that by it Christ 
perhaps may be understood. Most commentators, however, correctly regard 
it as the neuter; comp. ver. 11. The article is put, inasmuch as in this 
term all the single virtues, formerly mentioned, are included; it stands 
first by way of emphasis. — @yjAwrai; comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 12; Tit. ii. 14. If 
the reading jupyrai be adopted, its connection with the neuter is somewhat 
singular, still the verb yweicba: does occur with names of things; comp. 
Heb. xiii. 7; 3 John 11. 

Ver. 14. dad’ ei Kai Taoxourre]. 
tion contained in the preceding question: “but even though you should suffer ;’ 
ef. Winer, p. 275 (E. T., 367); a species of restriction which, however, is 
not intended to weaken the force of the foregoing thought. No doubt the 
possibility of suffering is admitted, yet in such a way that the Christian is 
considered blessed on account of that suffering. mdéocyew is not identical 
with xaxovoga, but, as Benge] rightly remarks, levius verbum quam xaxodobat. 
Every Christian has a xéoyew, but he need never fear a kxaxotoba.2 — ca 
ducacocbynv recalls Matt. v. 10. duxatootvy is here (cf. chap. ii. 24) synony- 
mous with 7d dyadév and 7 dyaby ev Xpiord dvaorpopH, ver. 16.— waéspior: se. 
éoré. Even suffering itself contributes to your blessedness. — rdv dé $6Bov, 
x.7.4,]. These and the words which begin the following verse are “a, free 
use” (Schott) of the passage, Isa. viii. 12, 18, LXX.: rdv 68 g6Bov abrod (i.e., 
Tob Aaov) ob uh PoBnO7TE, OvdE pu TapaxyOATE® KbpLov abTov dyacate. The thought 
here is not quite the same, the sense of the Old-Testament passage being: 
do not share the terror of the people, and do not be moved by what alarms 
them. If ¢680¢ be here taken objectively, then é6Boc abray is “the fear ema- 


aaaa expresses the antithesis to the nega- 


> 


1 Gualther’s paraphrase is not less insipid : 3 These words also are wrongly explained 


* Quis est, scilicet tam impudens et iniquus, 
qui vos affligat, si beneficentiae sitis aemula- 
tores?”? Wiesinger’s interpretation also is 
inappropriate: ‘If ye follow my exhortations, 
it is to be hoped,” etc. —The words do not 
hint that ‘the trials which the readers had 
endured were not altogether undeserved on 
their part ” (Wiesinger). 

2 Schott’s interpretation, according to which 
caxovv is ‘ to make eyil-doers in the judgment 
of God,” is altogether wide of the mark. 
Although xaxodv, — corresponding to the He- 
brew wr, —as applied to a judge, may 
mean, ‘‘to condemn,” or properly, ‘‘ to declare 
a person a xaxés,” it does not follow therefrom 
that it may also have the meaning of ‘‘ causing 
God to declare a person a kakds.”? 


by Schott, since he takes aAA’ as quickly deny- 
ing the previous statement, and introducing a 
new turn of thought, separates et xa: from 
each other, and connects cat with macxorre in 
the sense of “even.” For the first, Schott 
appeals to Hartung’s Partixell., Il., p. 87; for 
the second, to Hartung, I., p. 140, note; but 
without any right to do so. For, as to the 
JSormer, he overlooks that a\d’ here follows 
on a sentence negative in meaning; and as to 
the latter, that «ai has here a position, in 
which a separation of it from «i could not for 
a moment be thought of. The apostle would 
have expressed the idea: “if for righteous- 
ness’ sake you should have to experience (not 
only not happiness and blessing, but) even 
suffering,” by ct dia Sucavocvyyy Kal macxorTe. 
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nating from them,” or “the fear which they excite” (De Wette, Briickner) ; 
cf. Ps. xci. 5: ob do8n0jon dnd g6Bov vexrepwod ; cf. also in this chapter ver. 6. 
If, on the other hand, it be taken in a subjective sense, then abrov is equal 
to “of them,” therefore: “do not fear with the fear of them, i.e., do not be, 
afraid of them” (Schott and Hofmann also). In both cases the meaning 
is substantially the same. Wiesinger is inaccurate when he takes 96foc 
subjectively, and interprets airév as De Wette does. 

Ver. 15. xépsov 68 tov Xpiorév]. xidpiov, in Isaiah equivalent to rdv Oc6v; a 
substitution of this kind is frequently found in the N. T., where reference 
is made to passages in the O. T., and can be easily explained on the prin- 
. ciple that a consciousness distinctively Christian was asserting itself; “ xéipcov 
is placed first, as antithesis to airév” (Wiesinger). Schott denies that xépuov 
stands in apposition to rdv Xpiorov, holding that xépuv is to be taken rather 
as a predicate of the object, equivalent to “as Lord ;” for this reason, that 
xopiog stands here without the article, and that the simple conjunction of 
képioc and Xpioré¢ does not occur. But against the first objection the expres- 
sion xipw¢ 6 Oede may be urged, and against the second the verse Luke ii. 11. 
It is more natural, and at the same time more in harmony with the passage 
in the O. T., to connect kipioc directly with rov Xpiorov: “but . . . the Lord, 
the Messiah.” — dyacare, in antithesis to goBndjre and tapays7re; “hold, i.e., 
honor, fear as holy” (De Wette); the sanctifying comprehends within it the 
fear of God; ef. Isa. viii. 18, xxix. 23; it-thus forms the contrast to the fear 
of man; where the former is, the latter must give way. — év taic¢ kapdiace bud 
added by the apostle in order to mark the inward nature of the dyidtew, — 
éroiuot]. Whether dé be the original reading or not, this clause is undoubt- 
edly intimately connected in thought with that which precedes it. Without 
dé this being ready is conceived as a proof of the dydéfew Xp.; with dé the 
thought is this, that the dyidfew Xp., «.7.4., Which banishes all fear of man, 
should not exclude the dodoyia before men (De Wette, Wiesinger). Hof- 
mann takes the particle here as equal to “rather;” but against this is the 
fact that here xépiov . . . duév would have to be taken as a simple paren- 
thesis, inasmuch as dé would refer only to what precedes, and a second 
antithesis would then be added to the already antithetical xéipsov od’, «.7.4. — 
del mpd¢ dmodoyiay mavtt TH, K.7.A.]. Erounoc mode, cf. Tit. ili. 1. —“ The injunce- 
tion exempts neither time (dei) nor person (ravi) ” (Steiger). — To limit its 
application to a judicial examination is arbitrary, and militates against 
mavti. —drodoyia not equal to satisfactio (Vulg.), but here rather quaevis 
responsio, qua ratio fidei (more correctly spe) nostrae redditur (Vorstius; Phil. 
i. 7,16; Acts xxvi. 2).— mavri ro airodvtt, «.7.2.]. The dative depending on 
dnodoyiavy, cf. 1 Cor. ix. 3; for airé with double accusative, cf. Winer, p. 
212 f. (E. T., 227). Adyov aireiv, “to demand account of,” only here, cf. chap. 
iv. 5; Rom. xiv. 12.— mepi rig év duiv éAnidoc], mepi: as to its nature and 
ground. — éAni¢ not equivalent to miorie (Calvin: spes hie per synecdochen pro 
Jide capitur), but the hope of the Christian looking, on the ground of faith, 
into the future salvation.!— dada werd mpabrytoc xa? $630]. If daa be the 


1 That this ‘ account ” had special reference dom of Christ was of this world, is nowhere 
to the removal of the suspicion that the king- alluded to in the context (De Wette, Schott). 
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true reading, as there can hardly be any doubt it is, it will serve to make 
more sharply prominent the way and manner in which the dmodoyia should 
be conducted; De Wette: “as it were: but remember.” —era, to be con- 
nected not with érowuo, but with drohoyiav; mpadtntoc opposed to passionate 
zeal. ¢6Gov is to be applied directly neither to God (Aretius: reverentia et 
timor Dei; thus Weiss also, p. 169), yor to men before whom testimony is to 
be borne (according to some, the civil authorities); but it denotes the being 
afraid — based, of course, on the fear of God —of every unseemly kind 
of drodoyia, and stands especially opposed to all arrogant self-confidence 
(Wiesinger). 

Ver. 16. cuveidnow tyovrec ayabfiv]. These words are taken by several 
interpreters (Bengel, Steiger, De Wette, etc.) with dy:dcare, ver. 14, as co- 
ordinate with égroo.; Wiesinger construes them with éromo, as subordinate 
to it. The latter is to be preferred, for ouveid. éy, denotes “the point essen- 
tially important, to being ever prepared to give an answer in a right man- 
ner” (Wiesinger). But it is better still to assume that it —like pera mpatrn- 
toc — belongs in a loose way to dmodoyiav, equivalent to “with good conscience,” 
i.e., in that your walk does not give the lie to your confession.1_ Calvin says 
correctly: quia parum auctoritatis habet sermo absque vita. —iva év ¢, k.7.2.]. 
The construction is here the same as in chap. ii. 12; see the exposition of 
this passage, where, too, Schott’s interpretation of é ¢, equal to “in this, 
that,’’ is considered. The conjunctive of the Rec. carataddow would repre- 
sent the case as possible, equal to “in which they may possibly slander you.” — 
iva, as a final particle, refers to the whole preceding thought, especially to 
ouveid. éy. dyabnv, —Kataoxvvdaow]. Comp. 2 Cor. vii. 14: “that they may be 
put to shame,” i.e., since their slanders are openly proved to be lies. — oi émn- 
peavovrec, x.7.A.]. The subject stands, by way of emphasis, at the end of the 
sentence. énnpedgew, “to revile,” Matt. v. 44; Luke vi. 28. Hensler distin- 
guishes, without any ground, the éxnped{ovrec from the xaradadodvrec, as differ- 
ent persons; the. former he considers to be the accusers of the Christians, 
who bring the slanders of others before the judge. — tudv ryv dyabyy év XproTad 
dvaorpodqy, i.e., “the good life which you lead in Christ (i.e., as Christians).” 

Ver. 17. xpeitrov ydp]. yap gives the ground of the exhortation contained 
in ovveid. éy. dy.; the explanation of this xpeirrov is contained in chap. ii. 19 ff. 
—dyabonuwivras . . . xacxew]. The connection between these two ideas is 
the same as that between dyadorowivrec kal macyovrec, chap. ii. 20, the parti- 
ciples giving not simply the special circumstances, as Hofmann asserts, but 
the reason of the suffering; this Schott denies as regards the first member: 
dyabonowobvrac.2— The parenthetical clause: e @éAo 7d OéAnua Tod Oevd, belongs 


And Schott is hardly justified in giving the to be replied, that the amodoyia itself is pre- 
apostle’s exhortations special application ‘to —_ cisely the thing for which they are to be ready. 
the divinely ordained ordinances: of natural It is evidently arbitrary ‘‘ to supplement an 


social life.’”’ imperative (which?) to adda, and to connect 
1 Hofmann says, ‘‘that it should not be ovveldnou éxovtes ay. with it.” 
joined with amodoyia, for the meaning is, that 2 Tt must, indeed, be noted that those suf- 


they should do that whereunto they must be ferings which the believers, as such, have to 
prepared with eagerness, and a good conscience endure from the unbelieving world, overtake 
which they should bring to it.” To this it is them because of their aya8oroveiv; Christians 
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to raoyew; the optative denotes the possibility: “ifsuch should be the will of 
God.” —On the pleonasm: 6éAo 1d béAnua, see Winer, p. 562 (E. T., 604). 
The thought here is not quite the same as that of chap. ii. 20. There, chief 
stress is laid on styopévecv, to which no special prominence is here given. 
But, as in the former case the exhortation is enforced by reference to Christ, 
i.e., to His sufferings, so is it here also, in the following paragraph on to the 
end of the chapter, only that in this passage the typical character of His 
sufferings is less emphasized, whilst the exaltation which followed them is 
brought specially forward. 

Ver. 18. First, mention of the death of Christ by way of giving the 
reason. —6ére kal Xpiordc dmak mepl duantiav émabe (axéOave)]. dre is connected 
with the idea immediately preceding, and gives the ground of the xpeitrov; Kat 
Xpvoréc (as in chap. ii. 21) places the sufferings which the Christians have to 
bear, as dyadoro.ivrec, side by side with the sufferings of Christ, ep? auapriar, 
so that «ai must be taken as referring not to érade (dré#ave) only (as is done 
by most commentators, among them De Wette),,but, as the position of the 
words (zepi duapt. before éxafe) clearly shows, to mepi duapriiv Exabe (arébave) 
(Wiesinger, Briickner, Schott). Hofmann’s application of it to the whole 
“staternent here with respect to Christ” is open to objection, from the fact 
that in what follows there are elements introduced which go too far beyond 
the comparison here instituted. Christ’s sufferings were on account of sin, 
and such also should be the sufferings of the Christians.!. This does not 
preclude the possibility of His sufferings having had a significance different 
from what theirs can have. This peculiar significance of Christ’s sufferings 
is marked by dixaioc imep ddikwv, or, aS Schott holds, by drag. anak gives 
prominence to the fact that in relation to His subsequent life (@avaropeic . . . 
Zworroundeic) Christ’s suffering took place but once, as in Heb. ix. 27, 28 (Hof- 
mann: “once it took place that He died the death He did die, and what 
followed thereon forms, as what is enduring, a contrast to what passed over 
but once”); doubtless not without implying the secondary idea, that the 
sufferings of Christians take place only once also, and come to an end with 
this life.2— mepi duapriav, which states yet more indefinitely the purpose of 


who, though confessing Christ, at the same 
time live entirely like the children of the 
world, are well liked by the world. 

1 The subsequent Sicatos proves that the 
sins for which Christ suffered were not His 
own sins; thus also the believer’s sufferings 
should not arise out of his own sins, he should 
not suffer as a kaxorovwy, but as an ayaboromy. 
Rejecting this application, Hofmann finds the 
point of comparison in this, ‘that we should 
Jet the sins which those who do us wrong 
commit, be to us the cause of sufferings to 
ms)?(?). 

2 Oecumenius finds in araé an allusion to 
70 TOV mabdvTos Spactipioy Te Kai Suvatov, or 
to the brevity also of the sufferings. Gerhard 
unites all three elements by, saying: ‘ut 
ostendat (Ap.) passionis Christi brevitatem et 


perfectionem sacrificii et ut doceat Christum 
nou amplius passioni fore obnoxium.” — Ac- 
cording to Pott, it is also meant to express the 
contrast to the frequent repetition of the O. T. 
sacrifices, —an application entirely foreign to 
the context. According to Schott, dmaé indi- 
cates that Christ suffered once for all, 80 that 
any further suffering of the same kind is 
neither necessary nor, possible. This is no 
doubt correct; but it does not follow that 
Peter — whose words combine the typical and, 
specifically peculiar significance of the suffer- 
ings of Christ —should not have had in his 
mind the application of amaé to believers, as 
above stated. It is with drag as with mepi 
auapTiav; it is impossible for believers to 
suffer mept auaptiay in the same sense that 
Christ suffered mepi anaptiay. 
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Christ’s sufferings, “on account of sin,” finds a more precise definition in 
what follows. — dixacoc imép ddixwv, “as the just for the unjust;” comp. Rom. 
v. 6: vnép, equivalent to in commodum, is not in itself, indeed, equal to dyzi; 
but the contrast here drawn between dixasoc and ddixwv suggests that in the 
general relation, the more special one of substitution is implied (Weiss, p. 
261); comp. chap. ii. 21. The omission of the article is due to the fact that 
the apostle holds it of importance to mark the character of the one as of the 
other. — iva judc npocaydyn TO Oe gives the purpose of éxadev (dzéave), Which 
latter is more closely defined by that which immediately precedes and fol- 
lows; mpoodyev does not mean “to sacrifice” (Luther, Vulg.: ut nos offerret 
Deo), neither “to reconcile;” but “to bring to,” i.e., “to bring into communion 
with God,” which goes still beyond the idea of reconciliation; the latter pre- 
supposes Christ’s death for us; the former, the life of Him who died for us. 
Weiss maintains, without sufficient reason (p. 260), that the word here points 
to the idea of the Christian’s priesthood (chap. ii. 5). The verb occurs here 
only; the substantive mpocaywy7, Rom. v. 2; Eph. ii. 18, iii. 12.1— gavarwdete 
ev capki, Cworomberc dé mvetuatt]. This adjunct does not belong to ératev (De 
Wette), but to mpocayayy (Wiesinger); it is subjoined, in order to show 
prominently how the zpoodyew can take place through Christ; the chief 
stress is laid on the second member. According to Schott, both participles 
are to be considered as ‘‘an exposition of drag;” this assumption is contra- 
dicted, on the one hand, by the distance between them and the latter word; 
and, on the other, that they must necessarily be attached to a verb. — The 
antithesis between the two members of this sentence is strongly marked by 
pev... dé The datives capxi, rvetuatt, state with reference to what the 
verbal conceptions @avatubeic, Gworoimbeic, hold good; “they serve to mark 
the sphere to which the general predicate is to be thought of as restricted” 
(Winer); comp. 1 Cor. vii. 84: dyia «al cduate cat mvebuate; Col. il. 5; 7H capt 
drew, TO nvebpate odv bpiv elu. ~ Schott explains —somewhat ambiguously — 
the datives “as general more precise adverbial definitions,” which state 
“ what is of determinative importance in both facts,” and “the nature of the 
actual condition produced by them.” — rvetuare is by some understood instru- 
mentally; incorrectly, for capxt cannot be taken thus; the two members of 
the clause correspond so exactly in form, that the dative in the one could not 
be explained differently from the dative in the other, as Wiesinger, Weiss, 
von Zezschwitz, Brickner, Schott, and Fronmiiller justly acknowledge.— capxt 
... mveouate; this antithesis occurs frequently in the N. T.; with reference to 
the person of Christ, besides in this passage, in Rom. i. 3: kara cdpxa . 

Kara mvedua dywoorvnc, and 1 Tim. iii. 16: éy oapxi... év mveduare (ef. also 
chap. iv. 6). — The antithesis of the two conceptions proves it to be erro- 
neous to assign to the one term a sphere different from that of the other, 
and to suppose cdpz to mean the body of Christ, and mveiyua the Spirit of God. 
Antithesis clare ostendit quod dicatur in alia quidem sui parte aut vitae ratione 


1 It is certainly very doubtful whether the manner in which we endure undeserved suf- 
purpose also of the death of Christ, here ferings, to bring those by whom we are 
stated, ‘admits of application to us,” in that wronged to bethink themselves, and to lead 
“it should likewise be our object, by the them toa knowledge of Christ” (Hofmann). 
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mortificatus, in alia autem vivificatus (Flacius). It must be observed that 
both are here used as general conceptions (Hofmann), without a pronoun to 
mark them as designations applicable only to Christ; for which reason odpé 
cannot relate exclusively to the human, and rvetya to the divine nature of 
Christ.1 As general conceptions (that is, as applicable not to Christ alone, 
but to human nature generally), oép and mvedya must, however, not be iden- 
tified with cdya and puy7.2 For odpé is that side of human nature. in virtue 
of which man belongs to the earth, is therefore an earthly creature, and 
accordingly perishable like every thing earthly; and rvedua, on the other 
hand, is that side of his nature by which he belongs to a supernatural sphere 
of existence, is not a mere creature of earth, and is accordingly destined also 
to an imperishable existence. — Wiesinger (with whom Zezschwitz agrees) 
deviates from this interpretation thus far only, that he understands rveiya, 
not as belonging to the nature of man, “but as that principle of union with 
God which is bestowed upon man at regeneration.” This deviation may 
arise from the reluctance to attribute a mveiva to man as such (also in his 
sinful condition); as, however, according to Peter, the souls of the departed 
are mvetuara (ver. 19), it is thus presupposed that an unregenerate man also 
possesses a mvedua during his earthly existence. It must also be observed 
that cdpé and xvedpa are here not ethical antitheses, but are contrasted with 
each other as natural distinctions. — davatwhelo . . . Gworoimbeic]. Aavatéw in- 
correctly interpreted by Wahl here, as in other passages of the N. T., by 
capitis damno, morti addico; for although it may sometimes occur in this 
sense in the classics, still in the N. T. it means only to kill. By ¢avarwbeic 
capxi, then, the apostle says of Christ, that He was put to death in His 
earthly human nature (which He along with all the rest of mankind pos- 
sessed),4 i.e., at the hand of man by the crucifixion. —woroéw does not 


1 According)y, interpretations like those of 
Calvin are incorrect: ‘‘caro hic pro externo 


siders Christ as, on the one hand, a true man 
in body and soul, liable to all suffering . . .; 


homine capitur, spiritus pro divina potentia, 
qua Christus victor a morte emersit; Beza: 
“rvevmart, i.e., per divinitatem in ipso corpo- 
raliter habitantem, equal to é« dvvamews @eod,”’ 
2 Cor. xiii. 4; Oecumenius: davarwbeis méev TH 
pvoe THS Tapkos, TOVTETTL TH avOpwTivy, avac- 
Tas Sé TH duvamer ths OedryTos. It is equally 
incorrect, with Weiss (p. 252), to understand 
oapé as meaning “ the human nature of Christ” 
(instead of which he no doubt also says: “ the 
earthly bhaman nature of Christ”’), and mvedua 
as meaning ‘the pre-existent divine mvedua 
communicated at baptism to the man Jesus” 
(which, as Weiss maintains, constitutes, ac- 
cording to Peter, the divine nature of Christ). 
Weiss, for the sole purpose of representing 
the apostle’s doctrinal conception as still in 
a very undeveloped state, imputes to Peter a 
view of the person of Christ which —as he 
himself says —is possessed of ‘a duality 
which somewhat endangers the unity of His 
person.”” Nor has Wicheihaus hit the true 
explanation when he says: “ Peter here con- 


and, on the other hand, in so far as He was 
anointed by the Holy Ghost.” 

2 gapé and cma are proved to be two dis- 
tinct conceptions by the fact that, after the 
resurrection, man will have a cama, but no 
odpé. The difference between mvedua and 
¥vx7 is clear, from passages such as Matt. vi. 
25. If in other passages mvedua be used as 
Synonymous with vx (comp., e. g., John xii. 
27 with John xiii. 21), this is explained by the 
two-sidedness of the human soul. 

8 To Weiss’s remark, that Peter terms that 
side of human nature by which man is ren-: 
dered capable of religious life Wvx7, it must be 
replied that the Wux7 possesses such capacity 
for this very reason, that even under the power 
of the capé it has never ceased to be spiritual. 
In place of rvevjart, wvxf would not be at all 
appropriate here, in the first place, because 
Wvx7 forms no antithesis to cdépé, and then 
because the idea of what is celestial, peculiar 
to mvevj.a, would not find expression in it, 

4 Schott is wrong in maintaining that the an. 
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mean “to preserve alive,” as several commentators explain, e.g., Bellarmin 
(De Christo, lib. iv. cap. 13), Hottinger, Steiger, and Giider, —this idea, in 
the Old as in the New Testament, being expressed by woyoveiv and other 
words (see Zezschwitz on this passage); but “to make alive” (De Wette, 
Wiesinger, Weiss, Zezschwitz, Schott, Kohler,! Hofmann, and others); it 
often applies to the raising-up of the dead; cf. John v. 21; Rom. iv. 17; 
1 Cor. xv. 22, etc. In this sense alone does (worounfeic answer the preceding 
Gavatwbsic.  Bengel: vivificatio ex antitheto ad mortificationem resolvi debet. 
The latter idea assumes the anterior condition to have been one of death, 
whilst the former — in contradiction to gavar.— would presuppose one of life. 
Christ then, according to the apostle, entered into the actual state of death, 
that is, in so far as the cépé pertained to Him, so that His life in the flesh 
came to an end;? but from death He was brought back again to life, that 
is, was raised up, as far as the mvevua pertained to Him, so that the new life 
was purely pneumatical. But the new life began by His re-uniting Himself 
as mvedya to His cdua, so that thus this cdya itself became pneumatical.3 — 
According to Bengel, with whom Schmid (Bibl. Theol.), Lechler, and Fron- 
miiller agree (comp. also Hahn, Neutest. Theol., i. 440), Gworondeic does not 
refer to the resurrection of Christ, but to His deliverance from the weakness 
of the flesh, effected by His death, and, based upon this, his transition to a 
higher life (which was followed by the resurrection). Against this, how- 
ever, is to be observed: (1) That the going of His mveiua to the Father, 
connected with His death (Luke xxiii 46), is, as little as His ascension, 
spoken of in Scripture as “a becoming quickened ;” (2). That as in gavatwbeic 
the whole man Christ is meant, the same must be the case in fyoroinbeic; and 
(3) That this view is based on what follows, which, however, if rightly 
interpreted, by no means renders it necessary. Buddeus is therefore en- 
tirely right when he says: vivificatio animae corporisque conjunctionem denotat.® 


tithesis to what is here said should be, ‘that 
Christ was quickened according to His glorified 
human nature; ” the antithesis to “ earthly,” 
however, is not ‘‘ glorified,’’ but “‘ celestial.” 

1 “Zur Lehre von Christi Héllenfahrt,” in 
the Zeitschrift fiir luth. Theol u. Kirche, by 
Delitzsch and Guericke, 1864, H. 4. 

2 Schott substantially agrees with this inter- 
pretation, but thinks that the above expression 
does not say decidedly enough that ‘this was 
an entire cessation of His life.”” However, 
this “entire” is saying too much, since capxe 
evidently points to a limitation. 

3 Hofmann says, not quite accurately 
(Schriftbeweis, Il. 1, p. 473): ‘* The antithe- 
sis Oavat., x. 7. A., denotes the end of life in 
the flesh, and the commencement of life in the 
spirit.” For spiritual life was in Christ during 
His life in the flesh, and after it, before His 
resurrection. At His death He committed 
His mvedua to His Father; it was therefore in 
Him before, and continued to live after His 
death. — Hofmann remarks correctly, how- 


ever: ‘*As it was the Christ living in the 
flesh who, by being put to death, ceased to be 
any longer in that bodily life in which from 
His birth He had existed, so His quickening 
of that which was dead is a restoration of a 
spiritual nature to a bodily life.” 

4 Bengel: “Simul atque per mortifica- 
tionem involucro infirmitatis in carne solutus 
erat, statim vitae solvi nesciae virtus modis 
novis et multis expeditissimis sese exserere 
coepit. Hance vivificationem necessario celeri- 
ter subsecuta est excitatio corporis ex morte 
et resurrectio e sepulcro.’’—Schmid: ‘ The 
mvevj.a. is a principle which He possessed in a 
special manner, .. . this, in consequence of 
death, is set free from the trammels of sens- 
uous bodily nature, it now enters upon its 
full rights, and develops in its fulness that 
67% which was in Him.” 

5 Schott explains, indeed, gwomornbets rightly 
in itself, but he objects to the identification of 
gworoinats with avdoracts, and thinks that the 
former is the fundamental condition of 
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Ver. 19. With this verse a new paragraph — extending to ver. 22 
inclusive — begins, closely connected by é 6 (i. @., mvebuatt) with what 
precedes, and in which reference is made to the glory of Him who was 
quickened according to the Spirit. It may appear singular that in this 
passage Peter should make mention of those who were unbelieving in the 
days of Noah, and of baptism as the antitype of the water of the deluge; 
but this may be explained from the circumstance that he looks on the 
deluge as a type of -the approaching judgment. It must be observed, that 
it is not so much the condemnation of the unbelieving, as the salvation of 
believers, that the apostle has here in his mind. —év 6 kal, «.r.A.: “in which 
(spirit) He also went and preached unto the spirits in prison (to them), which 
sometime were unbelieving when,” etc. The close connection of these words 
with what immediately precedes — by év d, sc. rvetuar: — favors the view that 
éxppvgée refers to an act of Christ which, as the (womoimbei¢ mvetpart, He 
performed after His death, and that with reference to the spirits év gvAakp 
of the unbelievers who had perished in the deluge. This is the view of 
the oldest Fathers of the Greek and Latin Church, as also of the greater 
number of later and modern theologians. Augustin, however, opposed it, 
and considered éxfpugev as referring to a preaching by Christ év rvetyate long 
before His incarnation, in the days of Noah, to the people of that gen- 
eration, upon which the judgment of the deluge came because of their 
unbelief! This view, after being adopted by several theologians of the 
Middle Ages, became prevalent in the Reformed Church. In recent times, 
it has been defended more especially by Schweizer, Wichelhaus, Besser, and 
Hofmann. The chief arguments which those who maintain it advance in 
opposition to that first mentioned, are the following: (1) The idea that 
Christ preached to the spirits év gvAacg would be an isolated one occurring 
nowhere else in Scripture; and, further, preaching such as this, if conceived 
as judicial, would have been entirely useless, whilst, looked on as a procla- 
mation of salvation, it would stand in contradiction to the uniform teaching 
of Scripture regarding the state of man after death. To this, however, it 
must be replied, that isolated ideas are to be found expressed here and there 
in Scripture, and that the reconciliation of the idea of a salvation offered 
to the spirits év ¢vAd«p with the other doctrines of Scripture, can at most be 
termed a problem difficult of solution; nor must it be forgotten that the 
eschatological doctrines comprehend within them very many problems. 
(2) This view does not correspond with the tendency of the entire passage 
from ver. 17 to ver. 22, and therefore does not fit into the train of thought. 
But this assertion is to the point only if those who make it have themselves 
correctly understood the tendency of the passage, which in this instance 


the latter, which is the “side of the resur- 
rection concealed and as yet hidden in the 
depths” (?). But where does the apostle 
make any allusion to any such distinction 
between two sides in the resurrection of 
Christ ? 

1 Tt must be observed that whilst Hofmann 
considers the preaching of Christ as having 


taken place through Noah, Schweizer most 
decidedly disputes this, and is of the opinion 
that it was addressed to Noah himself as well 
as to his contemporaries. In support of this, 
he very rightly appeals to the fact that Noah 
is not here —as 2 Pet. ii. 5 — termed a «ypvé. 
But he does not say by whom this preaching 
must be considered to have taken place. 
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they have not done. (8) It cannot be understood how Peter comes 80 
suddenly to speak of the spirits in prison. But, in reply, it may be urged, 
with at least equal justification, that it is not easy to understand how Peter 
comes so suddenly to speak of an act of Christ before His incarnation. 
(4) The want of the article before drewpoac: compels us to translate this 
participle not: “which sometime were unbelieving,” but: “when they 
sometime were unbelieving.” This, however, is not the case, since the 
participle, added with adjectival force to a substantive, is often enough 
joined to the latter without an article. If Peter had put the words zopevéeic 
éxgpvée before roi¢ . . . mvetuaoi, no difficulty would have presented itself in 
the translation under dispute (“the sometime unbelieving spirits in prison ”). 
The translation to which preference is given is grammatically untenable.1 — 
Finally, appeal has been made to the fact that «ai is placed after év ¢, indeed 
even to é é itself; but a correct explanation offers no justification for so 
doing. Besides the close connection of the relative clause with that 
immediately preceding, the following points favor the interpretation 
attacked: (1) The correspondence of the mveduars to be supplied to év ¢, 
with the subsequent mvebtuaow; (2) mopevdeic, which must be taken in the 
same sense as the ropevdeic in ver. 22 ; (3) The fact that moré does not stand 
with é«jovge, but in ver. 20 with drejcacw, which shows that the drebeiv 
took place previous to the xypiscev ; and, lastly, (4) The circumstance that 
had Peter closed his sentence with éxjpugev, it could have occurred to no one 
that Peter was here speaking of a preaching of Christ which took place in a 
time long gone by. — év @ is not equivalent to 06 (aittodoyixnéo with reference 
to éxafe, Theophylact); but whilst & refers back to mvebuars, év d states in 
what condition Christ accomplished that which is mentioned in what 
follows,— He accomplished it not év capxi (for after the capt He was put 
to death), but év mvetuare (for after the mvedua He was made alive). é 
stands here in a position similar to that which it holds in Rom. viii. 8, 
where, however, oépé and nveiua form an ethical antithesis, which here is 
not the case. Hofmann wrongly attributes to é here an “instrumental 
force” equivalent to “by means of ;” he is induced to do so solely by his 
explanation of the mveiuate to be supplied. Although it is evident that 
nveopare here must be taken in no sense different from that of the foregoing 
xveouatt, Hofmann nevertheless holds it to be identical with the rvedua Xprorob 
mentioned in chap. i. 11, while he himself says that the mveiyare subjoined 
to Cworoinbeic cannot be understood of the Holy Ghost.2— Peter says, then, 


1 Hofmann, indeed, says that since the ex- 
pression is not tots ameOnoacr, the translation 
should not be: * those spirits in durance, which 
sometime were disobedient; ”? but he grants 
that, from a grammatical point of view, it 
remains doubtful ‘‘ whether woré signifies the 
past as related to the time of Christ’s preach- 
ing, or the past as regards the present of the 
writer.” 

2 Hofmann says that the accusation made 
against him, that he effaces the distinction 


between mvedvma as a term used to designate 
the precise nature of Christ, and mvedua as the 
third Person in the Trinity, is the result of 
that confusion of ideas by which ‘in the 
Spirit’ and ‘‘as a Spirit’ are understood to 
mean the same thing. But it must be replied 
that rather is the identification of two different 
ideas, contained in his interpretation, the result 
of the confusion of ideas, leading him as it 
does to hide the difference by defining mvevma 
as ‘‘the Spirit of Christ’s life.” 
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that Christ, in the Spirit according to which He was made alive, preached 
to the spirits év gvAaxgj, which cannot be understood to mean any thing else 
than that He did it as a mvesya (in His pneumatical condition). Fronmiiller 
erroneously interprets: “in the existence-form of a spirit separated from 
the body ;” for the quickened Christ lives not as a simple spirit, but is in 
possession of a glorified spiritual body. — xa? toic év pvdaky nvetpuaor ropsvbeic 
éxnpvéev]. By ra... mvetuara are to be understood, neither angels (Heb. 
i. 14)! nor “men living upon the earth” (as Wichelhaus explains), but the 
souls of men already dead, as in Heb. xii. 23, which in Rev. vi. 9, xx. 4, 
Wisd. iii. 1, are called puyai. év gvdaxg designates not only the place, but 
denotes.also the condition in which the mveiyara are’ Hofmann wrongly — 
because in opposition to the uniform usage in the N. T.—denies all local 
reference to the expression, and would therefore translate év @vaacg by “in 
durance.” The meaning is, that the rvejuara were in prison as prisoners.? 
The expression occurs in the N. T. with the article and without it, and its 
more precise force here is clear from the passages, Rev. xx. 7; 2 Pet. ii. 4; 
Jude 6. It does not denote generally the kingdom of the dead (Lactant. 
Inst., I. 7, c. 21: omnes [animae] in una communique custodia detinentur), but 
that part of it which serves as abode for the souls of the ungodly until the 
day of judgment.? The dative depends, indeed, on éxjpugev, not on rropevdeic; 
but the addition of the latter word gives prominence to the fact that Christ 
went to those spirits, and preached to them in that place where they were. 
Hofmann is not altogether wrong when, in support of his own view of the 
passage, he says: “the operation of the spirit of Christ, by which Noah 
was made the organ of His proclamation, might be termed a‘ going and 
preaching’ on the part of Christ” (comp. especially the passage, Eph. 
ii. 17: éAddv edyyyedicato; see Meyer in loc., to which Hofmann might have 
appealed). But that mopevéeic cannot be so taken here, is shown by the 
mopevoeic in ver. 22, with which it must be identical in sense.* éxpvée is 
the same verb as that so often used in the N. T. of the preaching (not the 
teaching) of Christ and His apostles. Usually it is accompanied by an 
object (75 ebayyédov, tiv Baoideiav tod Ocov, Xpiordv, or the like); but it is 
frequently, as here, used absolutely, cf. Matt. xi. 1; Mark i. 38, ete. —It 
cannot be concluded, with Zezschwitz, from the connection of this relative 
clause with Cworomdete mveiuart, that Gworoinow illam spiritualem quasi funda- 
mentum fuisse concionis idemque argumentum ; nor does the word itself disclose 


1 Baur (Tiib. Theol. Jahrb. 1856, H. 2, p. 
215) understands it to mean the a&yyeAou auap- 
tyoavres, 2 Pet. ii. 4, who, according to Gen. 
vi. 1 ff., had fallen previous to the deluge. 
This interpretation is sufficiently contradicted 
by ver. 20. 

2 The interpretation of Wichelhaus — who 
by circumlocution explains ra év dua, mvevuara 


as equal to oi ameOodvtes typovpevor, ppovpov- 


Mevor els HuEepay Tov KatakAvopuod —is alto- 
gether erroneous, 
§ Justin (Dial c. Tryph., ¢. 5): tas wey tov 


evoeBav (Wuxas) ev KpeitTovi Tov xupw méverv, 
tas § adixous Kai movnpods év xeipove Tov THs 
Kploews éevdexomevas Xpovov. 

4 Luthardt so thoroughly recognizes the 
vis of this mopev@ecs, that he says he should 
interpret the passage as Hofmann does, if the 
mopevéeis did not prevent him from doing so. 
Besides, it is certain that the coming of the 
Holy Spirit is at the same time a coming of 
Christ; but it must not be overlooked that in 
the N. T. it is nowhere indicated as being a 
coming of Christ ev mvevmare. 


CHAP. III. 20. 297 
either the contents or the purpose of that preaching; but since Christ is 
called the «fpvgac without the addition of any more precise qualification, 
it must be concluded that the contents and design of this «/pvyua are in 
harmony with the «fpvyya of Christ elsewhere. It is accordingly arbitrary, 
and in contradiction to Christ’s significance for the work of redemption, 
to assume that this preaching consisted in the proclamation of the coming 
judgment (Flacius, Calov., Buddeus, Hollaz, Wolf, Aretius, Zezschwitz, 
Schott, ete.), and was a praedicatio damnatoria.1_ Wiesinger justly asks: 
“This concio damnatoria— what does it mean in general, what here espe- 
cially?” —It is unjustifiable to deny, with some commentators, that the 
apostle regarded this mopevdelc éxjpvge as an actual reality.2—xai, following 
év¢, must not be explained, as Schweizer does, in this way, that Peter, 
wishing to hold up Christ to his readers as a pattern of how they should 
conduct themselves under suffering, adduces two examples, vv. 19 ff., His 
death on the cross, and His preaching: the whole structure of the clauses, 
as well as their contents, contradicts this. Nor can it be explained, as 
Hofmann assumes, “from the antithesis between us whom Christ wished 
to bring to God, and those who as spirits are in durance.” This would 
hold good only if, in ver. 18, it were affirmed that Christ did the same to us. 
as to those spirits, that is, preached to us. It is likewise incorrect to take 
kai aS equivalent to “even” (Wiesinger, Fronmiuller); for a distinction 
between these spirits and others is nowhere hinted at. «ai is put rather in 
order to show prominently that what is said in this verse coincides with the 
Sworoindelc nvevyare of ver. 18. Zezschwitz: ul notio, quae in enunciatione év G 
latet (Gwor. mvebuats) urgeatur. 

Ver. 20. The words which begin this verse, drewfoaoiv more, characterize 
the spirits who are in prison according to their former conduct. The parti- 
ciple must not, with Wiesinger, be resolved into “although, notwithstand- 
ing the fact that they had been disobedient; ” an adversative relation of this 


1 Hollaz: ‘ Fuit praedicatio Christi in in- 
ferno non evangelica, quae hominibus tantum 
in regno gratiae annunciatur, sed Jlegalis 
elenchthica, terribilis eaque tum verbalis, qua 
ipsos aeterna supplicia promeritos esse con- 
vincit, tum realis, qua immanem terrorem iis 
incussit.” This interpretation, which has its 

_ origin in dogmatic views, Zezschwitz seeks to 
found on exegesis by characterizing the idea 
of judgment as the leading conception of the 
whole passage, to which, however, the context 
gives no warrant, and also by maintaining that 
otherwise Peter would have used the word 
evayyedtgerv, or a compound of ayyéAAevy. It 
is certainly correct when Schott and Kohler 
say that «xypvoce is not in itself equal to 
evayyedtgerv; but it does not follow that it 
may not be applied to a message of salvation. 
It must be remembered that Christ’s aim, even 
as a preacher of judgment, ever was the ac- 
complishment of salvation, as he declared Luke 
xix. 10; John xii. 47. 


2 Thus Picus-Mirandola says: “ Christus 
non veraciter et quantum ad realem praesen- 
tiam descendit ad inferos, sed solum quoad 
effectum.’’ Cf., too, J. R. Lavater, De Descensu 
Christi ad Inf., lib. I., c. 9. — Many interpret- 
ers unwarrantably weaken at least éxypvge, in 
80 far as to make it synonymous with ‘‘ showed 
Himself,’’ or, at any rate, they say that the 
preaching of Christ was potius realiter, quam 
verbaliter. This the author of the article, 
“Die Hollenfahrt Christi,” in the Hrianger 
Zeitschrift fiir Protest., 1856, should not have 
sanctioned. Schott is not free from this arbi- 
trary method of interpretation, in that he char- 
acterizes kynpvcoew ‘as a bearing witness to 
one’s self, not only in word, but also in deed,” 
and calls ‘this bearing witness to and show- 
ing forth of Himself by Christ in the glory 
of His mediatorial person,” a concio damna- 
toria. 
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kind must have been more plainly expressed 1— According to the uniform 
usage of the N. T., the word dreiweiv has here also the meaning of unbelief 
involving resistance; ef. chap. ii. 7, 8, iii. 1, iv. 17. The translation: “to 
be disobedient,” is too inexact, for the word forms the antithesis to morebew, 
— bre dnetedéyero, k.7.2., Serves not only to specify the time when these spirits 
were unbelieving, but also to mark the guilt of the dmeweiv, —dmexdéxyecbat, 
according to N. T. usage, equivalent to “patient waiting,” is here used abso- 
lutely, as in Rom. viii. 25 (comp. éxdéyecda, Heb. x. 13; thus Schott also). 
The narrative itself shows the object to which this waiting of God’s long- 
suffering was directed. Its duration is not to be limited to the seven days 
mentioned in Gen. vii. 4 (De Wette), for this is in keeping neither with the 
amefedéyero  . . . waxpodvuia, nor the subsequent katackevalouévnc xButov, but 
embraces the whole period of one hundred and twenty years mentioned in 
Gen. vi. 3. — The time specified by dre, «.7.2., is still more precisely defined 
in the subsequent év jucpae Noe and the kataoxevafouévyc xyBwrov; in such a 
way, however, that these adjuncts contain a reference to the exhortation to 
repentance then given, for Noah was not, like the others, an unbeliever, but 
a believer, and the preparation of the ark gave unmistakable testimony to 
the approaching judgment. — “«@wré¢ without the article, the expression 
used by the LXX. for 124), equal to ark, arca; comp. Matt. xxiv. 38; Luke 
xvii. 27; Heb. xi. 7” (Wiesinger). 


REMARK 1.—Some of the interpreters who do not apply this passage to 
the descensus ad inferos, as Luther (in his Auslegung der Ep. Petri, 1523 (the 
Socinians, Vorstius, Amelius, Grotius, etc., explain éxjpvge as referring to 
the preaching of the apostles, assuming that the unbelievers in the time of 
Noah are mentioned only as types of the unbelievers in apostolic times. ta év 
gvAakg mvebuara they understand to mean the heathen alone, or those along with 
the Jews. Amelius: mveiu. hic in genere denotant homines, quemadmodum 
paulo post wuxat év ovdaxy: in captivitate erant tum Judaei, sub jugo legis 
existentes, tum quoque gentiles, sub potestate diaboli jacentes. Illos omnes 
Christus liberavit ; praedicationem verbi sui ad ipsos mittens et continuans et 
Apostolos divina virtute instruens. 

REMARK 2. — Even interpreters who apply this passage to the descensus ad 
inferos, and understand éxjpvge of the preaching of salvation,? are guilty of much 
arbitrariness, and especially in designating more precisely those to whom the 
preaching is addressed. Several of the Fathers, as Irenaeus, Tertullian, Hippo- 
lytus ; many of the Scholastics ; further, Zwingli, Calvin (in his Comment.), 


1 Hofman has now justly given up his 
former explanation: “without being obe- 


commentators, Athanasius, Ambrosius, Eras- 
mus, Calvin (in his Znstit., lib. II., 2, c. 16, § 9), 


dient.””. Walther’s interpretation is evidently 
entirely arbitrary: “to the spirits, i.e., the 
devils and the damned in general, particularly 
to those damned who,” etc. But neither is 
there a warrant for inserting olov (Bengel: 
*subaudi olov, i.e., exempli gratia, in diebus 
Noe; subjicitur generi species maxime insig- 
nis’’). 

2 It must further be remarked, that several 


understand Christ’s. preaching as at once a 
praedicatio salvifica and praed. damnatoria. 
Calvin, however, does hold by the idea of 
kynpvogev, when he says: ‘*Contextus vim 
mortis (Christi) inde amplificat, quod ad mor. 
tuos usque penetraverit, dum piae animae ejus 
visitationis, quam _ sollicite exspectaverant, 
praesenti aspectu sunt potitae; contra reprobis 
clarius patuit, se excludi ab omni salute.” 
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and others hold those to have been the pious, especially the pious of the O. T.1 
—Marcion thinks the «7pvyya was addressed to those who, though in the 
O. T. termed ungodly, were actually better than the O. T. believers. — Clemens 
Al. supposes the dikaoe kara piAocogiav, who, however, were still without faith 
and in the trammels of idolatry. —Several commentators assume that not all 
unbelievers in the days of Noah are meant, but those only who, at first indeed 
unbelieving, had still repented at the last moment when the flood came upon 
them ; this is the view of Suarez, Estius, Bellarmin, Luther (Zu der Erklarung 
der Genesis, 1536, und zu Hosea IV. 2, v. J. 1545),? Peter Martyr, ete. Bengel 
says: Probabile est, nonnullos ex tanta multitudine, veniente pluvia, resipuisse ; 
cumque non credidissent, dum expectaret Deus, posted, cum... poena ingrue- 
ret, credere coepisse, quibus postea Christus eorumque similibus se praeconem 
gratiae praestiterit. Wiesinger agrees with this interpretation, at least in so 
far that he assumes that the moral condition of the individual (at the time of 
the flood) was not in every case the same, but extremely varied; although, 
on the other hand, he finds fault with it on the ground ‘‘ that, in contradiction 
to the context, it limits the éxjpvge only to a part.”? Schott remarks, as against 
Wiesinger, ‘‘ that although some may in respect of moral condition have differed 
from the majority, or still have repented in the last moment, yet these were not 
among the spirits in durance who listened to Christ’s preaching.”’ 

REMARK 3. — The view commonly accepted is that this preaching by Christ 
took place before His resurrection, whilst His body lay in the grave. Many 
even of the older dogmatists of the Lutheran Church, however, hold it to have 
been accomplished after His quickening, that is, in the time between this and 
His going forth from the grave. Quenstedt says: Christus deavdpwroc totaque 
adeo persona (non igisur secundum animam tantum nec secundum corpus tan- 
tum) post redunitionem animae ac corporis ad istud damnatorum nov descendit ; 
he fixes the time when this happened : illud momentum, quod intercessit inter 
Gwonoinow et avactacw Christi stricte ita dictum.’ Hollaz: distinguendum inter 
resurrectionem externam et internam ; illa est egressio e sepulcro et exterior 
coram hominibus manifestatio ; haec est ipsa vivificatio; so, too, Hutter, Baier, 
Buddeus, etc. In like manner, Schott: ‘‘In the new spiritual life which in 
that mysterious hour of midnight He had put on, and before appearing with it 
on the upper world by His resurrection, He descended.’’ — The verse does not 
indeed say that the éxjpvge belongs to this very moment, but it does certainly 
point to the preaching having taken place after Christ’s restoration to life, as 
De Wette, Briickner, Wiesinger, Zezschwitz, have rightly acknowledged ; for 
referring as év ) does to the mvetyare connected with Cworombeic, it is arbitrary to 
find in mopevieic éxnpvge mention made of an act of Christ which took place after 
the davatwbeic indeed, but yet before the GworoGeic. As, then, both expressions 
apply to Christ in His entire person, consisting of body and soul, what follows 


titudine paene obruti fuerunt. Exemplum 
vero ex tota vetustate prae aliis illustre deligit, 


1 Calvin’s exposition is singular: he inter- 
prets duvAaky as equal to specula vel ipse excu- 


bandi actus ; 70 ev ova. mv. equals “ the spirits 
of those who were on the watch-tower,”’ i.e., 
in the expectation of salvation, or also in 
anxictas expectationis Christi, aud then con- 
tinues: ‘‘Postquam (Ap.) dixit, Christi se 
mortuis manifestasse, mox addit: quum in- 
ereduli fuissent olim, quo significat nihil 
’ nocuisse sanctis Patribus quod impiorum mul- 


nempe cum diluvio submersus fuit mundus.” 
He removes the scruple, that the dative a7ec- 
@ycaot igs not in harmony with this egplana- 
tion, by observing that the apostles sometimes 
employ one case in room of another. 

2 On Luther’s vacillation in interpreting this 
passage, see Kohler as above, and Schweizer 
as above, p. 7. 
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must not be conceived as an activity which He exercised in His spirit only 
and whilst separated from His body. In addition to this, if according to His 
intention His preaching was to be indeed a preaching of salvation, it must have 
had for its substance the work of redemption, completed only in the resurrec- 
tion. Weiss (p. 232) objects that vedya is not equal to cua xvevwarixdv, and 
this is undoubtedly true; but it cannot prove any thing against the view that 
Christ as the Risen One, that is, in His glorified body, preached to the spirits in 
prison, inasmuch as in this body the Lord is no longer év capxi, but entirely év 
mveowatt. — Thus the passage says nothing as to Christ’s existence between His 
death and resurrection. If Acts ii. 31 presuppose the going of the dead Christ 
into Hades, the common dwelling-place of departed souls, this descensus ad 
inferos must not be identified with the one here mentioned, as also Wiesinger, 
Briickner, and Schott rightly observe ; so that by drawing this distinction the 
disputed question, too, whether Christ descended into Hades, quoad animam, or 
quoad animam et corpus, finds its correct solution. It must further be added, 
that this passage gives no support whatever either to the doctrine of the Form. 
concordiae, that in Hades Christ ‘overcame the devil, destroyed the power of 
hell, and despoiled the devil of his might,’’ or to that of the Catholic Church 
of the limbus Patrum and purgatory. 


Connected with the words xaracxevatouévne xiBwtod are the thoughts which 
follow, in which stress is laid not so much on the judgment which overtook 
unbelievers in the flood, as on the deliverance of the few: eic qv dAtyou, — dieod- 
Onoav 6 bdatoc]. The preposition dia is to be explained not as equal to é 
(Acts xxvili. 4: dv duaowbévta éx Tie Oaddoonc), nor as if it were év (in medio 
aquarum), nor equivalent to non obstante aqua (Gerhard), nor even as a prepo- 
sition of time (eo tempore, quo aquae inundaverant) ; but is to be taken either 
locally or instrumentally. dv’ idatoc is then either “through the walter,” or 
equivalent to “by means of water.” The former view (Bengel, Steiger, De 
Wette, Briickner, Wiesinger, formerly Hofmann also) seems to be confirmed 
by the verbum compos. dvecéénoav. But dsacdfew, both in the LXX. and in 
the N. T. (cf. Matt. xiv. 86; Luke vii. 3, etc.), is often used as a strength- 
ened form of oagew, without the peculiar force of da being pressed. And 
thus it must be taken here, inasmuch as it contradicts the historical narra- 
tive in Genesis, to say that Noah and his family were saved by passing 
through the water. a has accordingly here an instrumental force, so that 
6? édaroc indicates water as the medium through which the Noahites were 
delivered.1_ And this interpretation is alone in harmony with the context, 
inasmuch as the apostle in what follows gives special prominence to the fact 
that the N. T. deliverance is likewise effected by means of water. If water 
was the means of deliverance to Noah and those with him, “in so far as it 
bore those hidden within the ark, and thus preserved them from destruction, 
comp. Gen. vii. 17, 18” (Weiss, p. 313; thus also Wolf, Pott, Jachmann, 
Sehost), this implies recourse to a pregnant construction, inasmuch as the 


1 Wiesinger has expressed himself in favor bines both interpretations: “In srhitch few 
of the first version, but then remarks: ‘The souls sought shelter, and were saved through 
writer conceives the water at the same time as the water and by it;” this is evidently alto- 
the saving element.” Fronmiiller, too, com- gether unwarrantable. 
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apostle unites the two thoughts in one: “they were saved by going into the 
ark,” and “they were saved 6¢ bdaroc.” Hofmann seeks to avoid the assump- 
tion of a pregnancy by explaining idwp here as the water “which began to 
overflow the earth,” and which compelled Noah to enter with those belong- 
ing to him into the ark, in support of which he appeals to Gen. vii. 11, 18. 
But although these passages state that both the entering into the ark and 
the beginning of the deluge took place on the same day, still the latter event 
is not indicated as the motive of the former. According to the narrative in 
Genesis, it was the command of God which moved the Noahites to enter the 
ark, and as soon as they had done so, and God had closed the ark, the deluge 
commenced; ef. Gen. vii. 1, 16, 17. — Further, on Hlofmann’s interpretation 
water can be regarded only in a very loose sense as the mediuin of deliver- 
ance; nor would it be in keeping with the subsequent parallelism. It must 
be noted that édaroc is anarthrous, and although by the term no other water 
can be understood than that of the flood, yet Peter’s object here is not to 
show that the same water which destroyed some served as the means of de- 
liverance for others, but merely to state that the deliverance of Noah and 
those with him was effected by water, in order that this water then may be 
recognized as the type of the saving water of baptism (comp. Schott). — 
Ayo, TovT’ éotw bKTd Wuyai]. TodT’ torwv, x.7.A,, justifies the use of the expres- 
sion éAiyo; so much stress is laid on this particular, very probably in order 
to point out, on the one hand, the great number of those who perished, and 
on the other, the proporticn to be looked for at the final judgment. 

Ver. 21. 6 kat bude (quae) avtiteTmoy viv cater Buntioua], 6 does not apply to 
the thought expressed in the previous verse, as Gerhard, who adopts the 
reading «, explains: isti conservationi tanquam typo spiritualis conservationis 
baptismus velut avtitvmov respondet (in like manner Beza, Hornejus, Morus, 
Hottinger, Hensler, etc.), but it refers back to édaror, and, withal, so that by 
it water generally is to be understood, and not that particular water through 
the medium of which the Noahites were saved; water saved them, and it is 
water by which you too are saved. The general term receives a more pre- 
cise definition in the adjectival dvtirvmov, by means of which the water which 
now saves is contrasted as antitype! with the water which saved Noah and 
those with him. What this antitypical water is, is stated by the subjoined 
Banrtoua, Which as an apposition must be explained in the sense: “as bap- 
tism” (comp. Winer, p. 491 [E. T., 528]). Differently, Hofmann; he wouid 
take the apposition in the sense of “a baptism namely,” he says, “in the 
explanatory apposition the apostle substitutes the term ‘baptism’ for ‘water,’ 
without, by the anarthrous @arropa, directly indicating Christian baptism. 
What kind of baptism he means is stated by the apposition, subjoined to 

Bantioua.” On this it must be remarked, that Garroua would certainly con- 
vey to the readers only the idea of a definite Christian baptism, and that the 
apposition following is not fitted to mark the term baptism, indefinite in 
itself, as the specifically Christian baptism, but only to point out in what 
way baptism possesses in itself the saving power attributed to it. — Without 


2 Raphelius: "77os res aliud quid prae- avritumos has another meaning in Heb, ii. 24, 
figurans, avrtitumos res illa praefigurata,’” where the tvzos is the adnOivov, 
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any cogent reason, Steiger interprets Barrioua as equivalent to “baptismal 
water.” The direct conjunction which takes place here ceases to occasion 
surprise, if it be considered that the typical character of the deluge, as re- 
gards baptism, consists not only in the sameness of the elements, but in the 
similarity of the relation of the water to those saved. If é¢ tdaroc be rendered 
“through the water,” an incongruity will arise, disturbing to the parallelism, 
and which attempts have been made to overcome by supplying intermediate 
ideas. According to De Wette, the autitypical character of baptism consists 
in this: “that in it the flesh must perish and, as it were, be judged; whilst, at 
the same time, through faith in the resurrection of Christ, pure spiritual life 
is attained, and the believer saved.” By these and such like supplements, 
which the apostle himself in no way suggests, elements are introduced 
foreign to his conception.1— The present ode is put here neither instead 
of the preterite nor the future; it denotes rather the effect which, from the 
moment of its accomplishment, baptism produces on the persons who submit 
to it. The latter resemble the Noahites whilst by means of water they were 
being preserved in the ark from destruction (déAeu). — The antithesis which 
exists between tude and the preceding dAcyo, indicates that the proportion 
saved by baptism to the unbelieving is but small. dAiya has accordingly a 
typical significance. It is more doubtful whether the same is the case with 
the ark; Oecumenius already saw in it the Church, whilst others regard it 
as a symbol of Jesus Christ.2 — ob capkdc amobeows pirov, 4224]. Apposition to 
Banriua, which, however, does not state the nature of baptism generally, but 
only in what sense it effects cif. This is stated first negatively, in order 
thereby to mark more distinctly the standpoint. Almost all commentators 
take capxéc as a genitive depending on évmov, and preceding it only for the 
sake of emphasis. Bengel, on the other hand, joins it—as genit. subj. — 
directly with dnédeoe: “carni adscribitur depositio sordium ; ideo non dicitur: 
depositio sordium carnis.” The sense would then be: baptism does not con- 
sist in this, “that the flesh lays aside its uncleanness.” This explanation, 
corresponding as it does to the position of the words, is well suited to the 
idea dmodeow, which does not necessarily presuppose the activity of the sub- 
ject, but can be used when the subject is, strictly speaking, passive; comp, 
2 Pet. i. 14, the only other passage in which the word occurs in the N. T. 
Hofmann is accordingly mistaken in asserting that “the laying aside of 
uncleanness cannot be regarded as an act of the flesh.” — An antithetical 
allusion to the Jewish washings can hardly be here assumed (ef. Justin M., 
Dial. c. Tryph., p. 831: ti ydp dageroc éxeivov tov Bartiouatoc (the Jewish wash- 


1 Schott, indeed, justly remarks “that the 
antitypical nature of baptism, and therefore 


destroyed mankind from the earth, so that 
from out of if only a small number, belonging 


the typical nature of that to which baptism 
corresponds as antitype, consists precisely in 
what is asserted of both, namely, in their 
saving power and effect.’’ He thinks, how- 
ever, ‘‘ that the antitypical nature of the water 
applies to what was essentially peculiar to the 
great flood.’ What this is he explains by 
saying that ‘the flood was a judgment which 


to the church of believers, were saved;”* that 
is, ‘‘it was a judgment of extirpation in such 
a way that it was the means of effecting a 
salvation.” 

? Thus Hemming: ‘*Quemadmodum aqua 
per se non salvavit Noe, sed mediante arca, 
ita aqua baptismi per se non salvat, sed medi- 
ante area, h. e. Christo Jesu.” 
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ing), 3 TY capKa Kal povov 70 cdpua daipbver; BanticOnte Thy Wuxqv).1 — dara ovvel- 
Insews ayadnc émepornua ic Oedv]. The positive, as contrasted with the negative 
character of baptism. ovveidgaewe dyabpe can be either the subjective or the 
objective gen.? émeparnua, a Gn. Aey. in the N. T. (in the O. T. only once, 
LXX., Dan. iv. 14, as a translation of RAINY), is used in classical Greek 
only in the sense of “question.” Holding by this meaning, commentators 
have explained it as (1) the question concerning a good conscience addressed 
io God” (thus Wiesinger, who, however, prefers the translation “qury” 
to “question”’), or (2) “the question of a good conscience directed to God” 
(Gerhard, Steiger, Besser). The first of these renderings is not in har- 
mony with the nature of baptism, inasmuch as the person to be baptized 
already knows how the good conscience is to be obtained. From the second 
there results only an incomplete idea, necessitating arbitrary supplements.3 
Now, as émepwrév, which doubtless means only “to ask a question,” is used also 
of such questions as would obtain something from the person asked (Matt. 
xvi. 1; Ps. exxxvii. 3, LX X.), the meaning has been assigned to éreparyya: 
“the inquiring desire,” “the inquiring request.” Some commentators here take 
ovv. dy, aS a subj. gen., and interpret: “the request of a good conscience ad- 
dressed 1o God” (thus Bengel, with whom Schmid, Bibl. Theol. des N. T., 
p- 199, agrees: salvat nos rogatio bonae conscientiae, i.e., rogatio, qua nos Deum 
compellamus cum bona conscientia, peccatis remissis et deposuis) ;* but this also 
gives rise to an incomplete idea, inasmuch as the contents of the request are 
not stated. On this rendering of érepwrqua, it is better to regard the gen. as 
an. object. gen., thus: “the request addressed to God for a good conscience ;” 
Lutz, Lechler, Weiss, Weizsdcker (Reuter’s Repert., 1858, H. 3), Hofmann, 
Schott; Wiesinger, too, is inclined to agree. But to this also objections 


1 Augustin’s opinion (Contr. Faust., c. 12 
et 13), with which Beda and others agree, is 
quite inappropriate. It is, that the apostle 
here alludes to the baptism of the heretics. 
Calvin’s assertion, too, that this negative ap- 
position emphasizes the fact that baptism, as 
an outward form, is of no use, introduces a 
foreign idea into the words of the apostle. 

2 This is denied, indeed, by several com- 
mentators, specially by Hofmann and Schott, 
because a good conscience does not precede, 
but is the fruit of, baptism. But this assertion 
presupposes the identification of the good con- 
science with that conscience which by Christ 
is reconciled with God, and is released from 
the feeling of guilt. For this, however, the 
N. T. phraseology gives no warrant. Accord- 
‘ing to it, cvveidyots ayady rather means ‘the 
consciousness of pure intentions,” or *‘ the con- 
sciousness of sincerely willing that which is 
good” (Heb. xiii. 18, cadnv ovverdnow éxoner, 
€v Tact KaAds OédovTEs dvaoTpéherOar; cf, also 
1 Pet. iii. 16; Acts xxiii. 1; 1 Tim. i. 5, 19, iii. 
9). If baptism is really to bring a blessing to 
the person baptized, he must surely desire it 
with a good conscience. 


8 Gerhard: “‘Quomodo deus erga baptiza- 
tum affectus sit,’ etc.; Steiger: ‘‘For the 
salvation of which he who receives baptism 
would be assured;” Besser: ‘* Art thou not 
my father? Am I not thy child?”? The in 
terpretation given in the Erlanger Zeitschrift, 
1856, p. 293 ff., is evidently altogether erro- 
neous: *“‘The proof of the good conscience 
attained in baptism 1s the erepwrnuwa eis @., 
i.e., the question, Am I not saved by my bap- 
tism from the judgment on an unbelieving 
world?” Apart from all else, the matter here 
treated of is not a question which is only put 
after baptism, since baptism itself is designated 
as the émepwTnma. 

4 To this interpretation of Bengel, Hof- 
mann rightly objects ‘‘ that émepwrnna cannot 
well mean something which presupposes the 
reception of baptism;’’ but if the ‘ peccatis 
remissis et depositis’’ be not looked upon as 
belonging to the idea of a goud conscience, 
Hofmann’s objection loses its validity. 

5 The same view is to be found already in 
Seb. Schmidius, only that he regards é7ep, as 
meaning the petitio addressed to God by him 
who baptizes, and ovv. ay. as the gift which 
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which cannot be overlooked arise: (1) Although the reception of baptism 
be founded on the desire for a reconciled conscience, yet it does not follow 
that baptism itself can be described as the expression of this desire; (2) 
Taken thus, the proper meaning of émepérnua is entirely lost sight of; the 
word is used in a sense in which it occurs nowhere else,—a proceeding 
which is all the more open to question, that the apostle had certainly other 
words at his command wherewith to give the idea of request; (3) The object 
which the recipient of baptism requests, namely, “the reconciled conscience,” 
is inadequately expressed by ovveidnou ayab7, for here no stress is laid on the 
essential element, — the forgiveness of sin; lastly, (4) In this interpretation 
cic @e6v is only of secondary importance, whilst the passages, chap. i. 21 and 
iii. 18, show that the chief emphasis lies on ei¢ Ocov.1— Even from early 
times interpreters have attempted to explain érepdrjya in this passage, not 
according to common but according to juristic usage, taking it as equal to 
ciudwvor, stipulatio mutua, contract (Luther: “covenant”), referring at the 
same time to the act of question and answer, which took place at baptism: 
drordoon TO Larava; anoracoouat* svvtacoy TH Xpioto; ovvtdooouar: abrenuntias ? 
abrenuntio; credis? credo (Tertull., Lib. de Resurr. Carn.: anima non lavatione, 
sed responsione sancitur). Aretius interprets: Deus in baptismo nobis promittit, 
quod velit nos filiorum loco habere propter Christum ; contra nos promittimus, nos 
serio victuros pie; haec est mulua stipulatio; this interpretation, however, is 
erroneous, as even in legal phraseology éxeparyua does not mean a “ recip- 
rocal” contract. De Wette’s is likewise wrong: “by metonymy, because 
questions were addressed to the individual who took the vow, éepwrdcda 
acquired the meaning promittere, spondere, and énepdrnua that of sponsio;” 
for érepdétnua is not derived from érepwracdai, but from érepwrdv, and therefore 
never had or could have had the signification, “solemn pledge.” Further, 
it has been not unjustly remarked, in opposition to this view, according to 
which ovy, dy. is considered as an object. gen., that it would have been better 
to have spoken of dvaotpoo? dyaby as that which has to be vowed.? Briickner 
has substantially corrected De Wette by pointing out that in the language 
of the Byzantine lawyers émepwrdv is used in the sense, “to conclude a treaty, 
a contract, stipulari,” taking ovy, dy, as a subject. gen. But his exposition 
suffers from an uncertain wavering, for he too declares irepdrmua to be 
synonymous with “treaty,” indeed with “vow,” which is certainly not the 
case. The facts are these: a contract was concluded in the form of ques- 


he implores for the person baptized; evidently 
this is entirely arbitrary. 

1 Hofmann, in support of the interpretation 
here called in question, appeals to the circum- 
stance, “that the petition for the cleansing of 
the conscience from past sins forms the only 
suitable antithesis to the putting away of filth 
contracted outwardly.’? But it must be re- 
marked in opposition, that, however suitable 


tion of baptism its application to cleansing is 
in no way alluded to. — The explanation given 
in Weissagung wnd L£rfiillung, Il. p. 234, 
“the happiness of a good conscience asked of 
God,”’ he passes over in silence in his Schrift- 
beweis, II, 2.— The interpretation given by 
Winer in the 5th ed, of his @.; “The inquiry 
of a good conscience after God, i.e., the turn- 
ing to God, the seeking Him,” does not occur 


this antithesis may appear in itself, it does not 
follow that the apostle had it in his mind in 
the way here stated. It is rather improbable 
that he had, since in this positive nearer defini- 


in the subsequent editions, nor is there any 
justification for it. 

2 Estius, Beza, Grotius, Semler, Pott, Hens. 
ler, etc., interpret similarly to De Wette, 
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tion and answer: spondesne? spondeo (comp. Puchta, Curs. der Institut., v. 8, 
p- 97); by the question, on the one side, the agreement was proposed; by 
the reply, on the other, it was concluded. énepdrqua is, then, this question by 
which the conclusion of a contract began, not then the contract itself, and 
still less the pledge which was taken rather by him who replied. The ques- 
tioner bound himself by his question to accept that which he who gave the 
reply promised. If, then, the designation of baptism as ouveidjoewe dy. érepd- 
tjua eic Oeov is to be explained from legal procedure, it can only be spoken of 
as such, inasmuch as the person baptized, by the reception of baptism, enters 
into a relation —as it were, of contract — with God, in which he submits in 
faith to God's promise of salvation. Nor can it be denied that this is really 
in harmony with the nature of baptism, more especially if it be considered 
that in the legal proceedings, connected with the conclusion of a contract, 
the respondent pronounced his spondeo in the expectation that the interro- 
gator would fulfil the conditions previously stipulated, to which he had 
pledged himself. This explains the expression ovvewWjoewc dyabjc, which 
points to the circumstance that the recipient of baptism, in submitting to it, 
has the honest purpose faithfully to fulfil the conditions under which the 
divine assent is given. This interpretation is distinguished from those 
above mentioned by its concrete precision. No doubt émeporqua in this 
juristic sense is to be found only in writings of a later date; but since 
this form of concluding a contract belonged to an earlier time, it may be 
assumed that the word had previously been in use thus in legal phraseology.! 
The adjunct: ov dvacrtacews ‘Inco Xpiorod, by referring back to (wonorydele dé 
mvebuatt, brings the apostle again to his former train of thought. The words 
are not appended in a loose way to émepdtnua for the purpose of stating how 
this is effected, as Grotius, Pott, Hensler, Zezschwitz, Hofmann, Schott, and 
others assume; they are rather conjoined with the verb of the clause odge, 
inasmuch as they state that through which the Bumroua exercises its saving 
effect (De Wette, Wiesinger, Weiss). The former construction is the less 
justifiable, that it is more natural to unite the concluding adjunct with the 
leading idea than with the secondary thought which specifies the nature of 
baptism. It is still less appropriate to connect the words diréctly with ovve:- 
dpoews ay, (as against Fronmiiller). 

Ver. 22. é¢ éoruv tv deéia rov Ocotd]. This brings to a close the whole train 
of thought with reference to Christ, from ver. 18 and onwards, inasmuch as 
to His sufferings, death, resurrection, and going to the spirits in prison, there 


1 After the explanation here given, it is evi- 
dently incorrect when Hofmann says that 
“ érepwtTywa could only be the question ad- 
dressed by him who closes an agreement, to 
the person who is to consent to it.’””, The very 
opposite is the case. The question is not ad- 
dressed from the former to the latter, but from 
the latter to the former; that is, then, not 
from God to the person baptized, but from 
the person baptized to God. . 

2 1 Kings xxii. 7: éru els éotu avyp eis 7d 


éEmepwrnoat Si’ avtod Tov KUptov, has been ap- 
pealed to in favor of this construction; erro- 
neously, since 6.’ avrtod applies to a person. 
Between it, therefore, and &” avacracews no 
parallel can be drawn, — According to Hof- 
mann, 6.4 states that which the person bap- 
tized appeals to in support of his desire for 
the remission of sin. The passages, however, 
which he quotes (1 Cor. i. 10 and Rom. xii. 1) 
by no means prove that the prep, dé has this 
signification. 
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is now added, His sitting down at the right hand of God. This expression, 
which points out the present condition of the glorified Redeemer, occurs 
likewise in Rom. viii. 34, Col. viii. 1, and in other passages of the N. T. — 
mopevderc eic obpavov corresponds to ropevdeic, ver. 19.— brorayévtav . . . Ovvapewr, 
added in order to give prominence to the unlimited sway of Christ (Eph. 1. 
91,22; Col. ii. 10/1. Cor, xv. 27 ¢ Heb. ii. 8), extending even over all 
heavenly powers, whatever their name or office. — The expressions é£ovoiat 
and dvvauere are — with the exception of this passage — used only by Paul as 
names of angels (with duvduer, cf. Ps. ciii. 21, cixviii. 2, LX X.); and in the 
same sequence. dyyedor is not here the general term to which éfovoia: and 
Suvapee (kal... kat equivalent to cum . . . tum) are subordinate, but the 
three conceptions are co-ordinate, and connected by the repeated copula. 
This is shown by Rom. viii. 38, where, instead of éfovoia:, the name dpyai is 
used. For the various names, comp. Meyer on Eph. i. 21; Col. i. 16.— 
broray. expresses, not enforced, but voluntary subjection. 

With regard to the relation of this whole passage to what precedes, 611 kat 
Xpeordc . . . énadev shows that in the first instance confirmation is given to 
the thought that it is better to suffer for well than for evil doing, by refer- 
ence to the sufferings of Christ, similarly as is done in chap. ii. 21. But as 
the last-mentioned passage passes beyond the limits of the typical, — that 
is, first by the addition of tép dudv to érafev, and then by the statements 
of ver. 24,—the same takes place here. There, reference is made to the 
redeeming death of the abased Christ; here, to the living work of the glori- 
fied Christ. The chief separate points have already been stated. The 
allusion of baptism appears indeed to be a digression, yet it belongs essen- 
tially to the train of thought; for fater that mention had been made of 
Christ’s work among the spirits in prison in His exalted condition, it was 
necessary to call attention likewise to His redeeming work on earth, the 
effects of which are communicated through baptism. That Peter speaks of 
this medium (not that of the word, etc.), is explained by his reference to the 
deluge as the type of the approaching judgment, and to the water by which 
Noah and those with him were saved, and which appeared as a riémoc of 
baptism.! 


1 Since that which is stated in this para- mann’s assertion to the contrary, be described 
graph does not keep within the limits of the as a digression. 
typical, it may very well, in spite of Hof- 
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Ver. 1. ixép quar]. Rec. after A, K, L, P, 8 (corr.; after m. pr., droavévto¢ 
inép 7uav), al., is wanting in B, C, several min., Sahid, Vulg., Aug., Fulgent., 
ete.; omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. Perhaps it is inserted in order to complete 
the idea ; Reiche considers vzép 7uav to be the original reading ; so, too, Hofm. 
The Rec. has év oapxi before néravra, after K, several min., ete. In A, B, C, L, 
NS, etc., etc., the preposition is wanting. Even Griesb. recommends its omis- 
sion ; Lachm. and Tisch. omit é¢v. Buttm. has retained év, as, according to his 
statement, it occurs in B. Wiesinger inclines to explain the reading oapxi from 
what precedes ; Reiche, on the other hand, explains év oapxi from what follows. 
The authorities, as well as the idea itself, decide for the omission of é,. — 
Ver. 3. juiv|. Rec. after C, K, L, P, al., Oec., Hier., can hardly be genuine ; it 
is wanting in A, B, al., Syr., utr.; omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. Steiger’s 
remark, that ‘‘it is pleasing to us to observe how the apostle does not think 
higher of his own former conduct than of that of the others,’’ does not prove 
the genuineness of juiv. The reading tiv, too, in 8 and several min., must be 
regarded as a correction; it lay to hand to insert a dative in order to complete 
the sentence. — Following K, L, P, several min., etc., the Rec. has tod Giov after 
xpovoc, which is wanting in A, B, C, &, ctv., ete. Tittmann brackets it, Lachm. 
and Tisch. rightly omit it. — S0bAjua]. After A, B, C, &, ete. Clem., Theoph. 
(Lachm., Tisch.), instead of the Rec. 6éAnua, which occurs only in K, L, P, 
several min., Oec. — The aorist «arepydoacba is attested only by K, L, P, Oec.; 
it is accordingly better to read the perfect with Lachm. and Tisch., «atespyaoba, 
after A, B, C, 8, al., Clem. The change could easily have taken place from the 
fact that the aorist form of the word is the prevailing one in the N. T. (e.g., 
Rom. vii. 8; 1 Cor. v. 3; 2 Cor. vii. 11, etc.).— Ver. 5. Instead of 7o éroipwc¢ 
éyov7e Kpivat, Buttm. reads, TO étoiuwe Kpivovtt, a reading which is attested only 
by B.— Ver. 7. e¢ ta¢ mpocevyac]. The article 7a¢ is very suspicious ; Lachm. 
has omitted it; Tisch. has now again adopted it, with the remark: articulus 
non intellecta ea quam habet vi omittendus videbatur. It is wanting in A, B, 
s, and several min., and seems to be inserted here following chap. iii. 7.— 
Ver. 8. pd mavrwv dé]. The omission of dé in A, B, 18, Arm., Tol., etc., is a 
correction in order to connect the participle clause directly with the preceding 
verbb. fin. —7 dyény], Rec. after several min. and Theoph.—7, however, is 
spurious, after A, B, K, L, P, &, etc. Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted the 
article ; Griesb. regards it as at least suspicious. —kadvrre:]. After A, B, K, al., 
Copt., Arm., ete., Clem. Rom., Syr., etc. (Lachm., Tisch., much recommended 
by Griesb.) ; instead of the Rec. cadiwet, after L, P, &, which is easily explained 
from Jas, v. 20.— Ver. 9. yoyyvouor]. Rec., after K, L, P, Oec.; on the other 
hand, A, B, &, al., m., Syr., Arm., Vulg., Cyr., etc., are in favor of the singular, 
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. : yoyyvovod. The plural from Phil. ii. 14.— Ver. 13. 
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xa96], Instead of the Rec. xadwc, rightly accepted by Griesb., after almost all 
authorities. — Ver. 14. 70 tH doénc]. Scholz and Lachm. add kai duvayewc, which 
oceurs in A, P, & (T%¢ dvv.), several min., ete. In B, K, L, many min., and 
Fathers, the adjunct is wanting; Tisch., too, has omitted it. It may quite as 
well have been omitted later as superfluous, as added by way of strengthening. 
—dvaraierat]. Instead of this, A and several min. have énavanaverat, after Luke 
x. 6; some other authorities read dvarénavrm, after 2 Cor. vii. 13. —The genuine- 
ness of the words, xara uev abtov¢ Baasgnucita, nata dé vuac dogacerat, is at least 
doubtful ; 1t is supported by K, L, P, etc., Harl., Tol., etc., Thph., Oec., Cypr.s 
whilst it is opposed by A, B, &, al., Syr., Aeth., Copt., etc., Tert., Ambr., Beda 
(Lachm. and Tisch.). Whilst De Wette and Wiesinger declare the adjunct to 
be suspicious, and Schott looks upon it as spurious, Hofm. considers it genuine, 
because, in his opinion, without it the proper connection of ver. 15 with what 
precedes would be wanting. — Ver. 15. Instead of dAAoroiverioxotor, Lachm., 
following B, writes dAdorpiertoxotoc 3 on it Tisch. observes, videtur elegantiae 
causa ejectum o. — Ver, 16. ev To dvouare tovrw is the reading of A, B, x, al., 
Syr., utr., Erp., Copt., ete., Cypr.. Ephr., Oec. (Lachm., Tisch.), There is less 
evidence for the Ree. év 1 épet tovrw, which occurs in K, L, P, ete., and probably 
arose out of 2 Cor. iii. 10, ix. 8. — Ver. 17. Instead of nuav, A**, al., Aeth., 
Slav., Thph., ete., read tudor, — Ver, 19. w¢ mote xtior7]. Ree. according to K, 
L, P, almost all min., several vss., and Fathers (Tisch. 7). Lachm. and Tisch. 
8 have omitted oc; after A, B, 8, several min., Copt., Aeth., Arm., Vulg., Athan, 
It is difficult to decide which is the correct reading ; ©¢ may have been inserted, 
following Peter’s habitual mode of expression; on the other hand, it may have 
been omitted in order to make mo7@® «tory purely terminative. — aiTar, after 
A, G, K, &, etc., etc., is to be preferred to éavtov. — Instead of-dyadoroia, which 
occurs in B, K, L, P, 8, pl., al., Theoph., Oec., and is accepted by Tisch., 
Lachm., after A, al., Vulg., etc., reads the plural éyadotoiate. 


Ver. 1. Xprorod oty maddvtoc (imp judv) capxi]. In these words the 

apostle returns to chap. iii. 18, in order to subjoin the following exhorta- 
tion. —oapxi is not “in the flesh” (Luther), but, “according to the flesh;” 
comp, iii. 18. This is made prominent because the believer’s sufferings, 
too, under persecutions, touch the flesh only; comp. Matt. x. 28. xavéyro¢ 
is not to be limited to the suffering of Christ before His death, but com- 
prehends the latter also. It is, however, incorrect to understand, with 
Hofmann, radovtoc at once as identical with droéavorvtoc, and in connection 
with capxi to explain: “that Christ by His life in the flesh submitted for 
our sake to a suffering which befell Him —that for our sake He allowed 
His life in the flesh to come to an end” (!).-—xad tweic trav abtiv évvorav 
érAicacte], «ai with reference to Christ: “ye also:” the disciple must be 
like the master. It lies to hand to translate évvoa (besides here, only in 
Heb. iv. 12) as equivalent here to “disposition of mind” (De Wette; 
Weiss, p. 288) ; but évvora means always “ thought, consideration” (Wiesinger, 
Schott). There is here also no reference to the mind of Christ in His 
sufferings. ry adbrav vay refers back to the nécyew capxi of Christ 


1 Reiche erroneously appeals in support of passages in Proy. vy. 2, xxiii. 19, LXX., and 
this meaning, ‘‘ disposition of mind,’’ to the Wisd. ii. 14, : 
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Himself, so that the sense is, that since’ Christ suffered according to the 
flesh, they too should not refuse the thought of like Him suffering according 
to (or on) the flesh. 6m gives the ground of the exhortation. Helium 
Wiesinger, and Schott take 6m as explaining ri abr. é&vvoay. Incorrectly ; 
for the méxavrac duapriac will not admit of an application to Christ, inas- 
much as the expression does not presuppose generally a former “relation to 
sin,” but former sinning itself. — The verb émiitecfa, in the N. Te az. Hey. 
is in classical writers often construed with the accusative. (Soph. Electra, 
v. 991: @pdoo¢ érAigeodar); while applied to every kind of equipment, e.g., 
of ships, it here refers to the Christian’s calling as one of conflict. — 6m 6— 
mabov év ocapKi mémavta duaptiac|. In Luther’s translation: “for he who 
suffers on the flesh, he ceaseth from sin,” the present is incorrectly substi- 
tuted for the preterite tense: év capxi; correctly: “on the flesh.” Hofmann’s 

- rendering is wrong: “in the flesh,” which, compared with the é ocapxi 
preceding, would imply “that whilst Christ’s life in the flesh ended with 
His suffering, our sufferings took place with continued life in the flesh” (!). 
The reading capi, “according to the flesh,” conveys the same idea; cf. 
Winer, 384 (KE. T., 412). — rémavra: duapriac]. The mid. raioua is in the 
classics frequently joined with the genitive.! In this way xéravra here is 
explained by most interpreters as equivalent to: “he has ceased from sin, 
that is, he has given up sinning.” The word may also be taken as the perf. 
pass. according to the construction radew rd twoc, equivalent to: “to cause 
one to give up, to desist from a thing.” mémavta duaptiag would then mean: 
“he has been brought to cease from sin, to sin no more” (Schott: “brought 
away from sinful conduct”). Hofmann erroneously asserts that “nate 
tia duaptiac Would in a quite general way mean: action such as brings it 
about that the individual is ended with sin;” that is to say, in the sense 
that his relation to sin is at an end.? For the genitive with ratew denotes 
always a condition or an activity of him who is the object of rate. — It 
makes no essential difference in the thought, whether ravew be taken here 
as a middle (Weiss) or as a passive (De Wette, Wiesinger). The idea: 
“through Christ immunitatem nactus sum,” is expressed here neither in the 
one case nor in the other (Weisinger). — The clause here has the form of a 
general statement, the meaning of which is, that by suffering as to the flesh 
a ceasing of sin is effected.2 This idea, in many respects a true one, may 
according to the connection be defined thus: he who suffered on account of 
sin, that is, on account of his opposition to sin, has in such wise broken 
with sin that it has no more power over him (Weiss). It is incorrect, with 
several of the earlier commentators, as also Schott, to understand madév in 


3 Genuinely catholic is the remark of Lori- 
nus on wen. amaptias: “ Peccatorum nomine 


1e.g., Zl. vii. 290: mavowpcda pmaxns 5 
Herod. i. 47: tis waxns éemavcovto; Herodian. 


vii. 10, 16: tHs Te dpyjs 6 Sjmos émavcarto. 

2 Thus, too, Schott: “He who has expe- 
rienced the ra@eivy oapki is delivered from his 
former redation to sin.” But Schott admits 
that ‘“‘a release from sin must be thought of, 
in so far as sin determined the conduct and 
made it sinful.” 


absolute posito gravia intelliguntur, quae vo- 
camus mortalia; nam desinere atque quiescere 
a levibus et venialibus, eximium privileginm 
est, praeterque Deiparam definire non possu- 
mus, an alii ulli concessum.” 
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a spiritual sense, either of the being dead with Christ in baptism, according 
to Rom. vi. 7 (Schott), or of the putting to death of the old man (Gerhard), 
Calvin.2_ Opposed to such an interpretation is the subjoined capxi, by which 
this nagov here is expressly marked as identical with the ma#ov used with 
reference to Christ; and the apostle in no way hints that that zadov is 
employed in a spiritual sense. It is evidently entirely a mistake to 
understand by 6 xa@év Christ, as Fronmiiller does, — xéx, duapr. being thus 
in no way appropriate (doubtless Jachmann explains: “because Christ 
hath removed sin for Himself, that is, hath shown that it is possible to be 
without sin” [!]); nor is it less so to assume, finally, with Steiger, that 
here “the apostle unites together the different persons, the head and the 
members in their unity,” so that the clause would contain the double idea: 
“Christ suffering as to the body made us free from sin,” and “we, by 
participating through faith in the sufferings of Christ, die unto sin.” © 
Hofmann, too, unjustifiably gives the clause the double reference —to 
Christ and to the Christian; to Christ, “in as far as He by His bodily 
death was finished with sin, which He took upon Himself for the purpose 
of atoning for it;” to the Christian, “in so far as he is spiritually dead 
whilst still alive in the body, and so is translated into a life in which he 
goes free from the guilt and slavery of sin.” In these interpretations 
thoughts are supplied to which the context makes no allusion.” ® 

Ver. 2. ei¢ 7d pnnétt, «.7.A.]. The words may be connected either with 
the exhortation dmiicacfe or with méravras duaptiac. De Wette, Briickner, 
Wiesinger, Schott, and Hofm. justly prefer the former connection, inas- 
much as the infinitival clause expressive of a purpose stands related more 
naturally to the imperative, than to a subordinate clause containing a 
general statement (otherwise Zezschwitz and the former exposition in this 
commentary). Still it is incorrect to connect eic here with érditecdu, as in 
the common phrase: démiteoéat eic Td payecba (Schott). Had the apostle 
meant this, he could not have separated by a parenthesis words which so 
directly belong to each other ; ei¢ can only add the nearer definition of the 
aim to which dra. is directed. —dvopdrwr émivpia, Gadd OeAjuate Ceod]. 
The datives are to be explained either as rj dixawobvy Civ, chap ii. 24 
(Briickner, Wiesinger), or they express the pattern according to which 
(Hofm.); as in Acts xv. 1; Gal. v. 16, 25, etc. The latter view is to be 
preferred on account of the idea rdv .. . Bidoa ypivov. “ dvOpdrwov and Ozos 
are antitheses, as are also the manifold lusts of men, and the one uniform 
will of God” (Wiesinger). The notion that by éiuuia are to be under- 
stood the lusts, not of the readers, but of those only by whom they were 
surrounded (Schott, Hofm.), must be rejected as arbitrary. — roy émidounov 
év capkl Bidoa xpovov]. With év capsi, comp. 2 Cor. x. 3; Gal. ii. 20; Phil. 


1 “Qui carnem cum concupiscentiis suis in spurious, because of the difficulty and indis- 
Christo et cum Christo crucifigit, ille peccare tinctness of the thought. 


desinit.” 4 Gerh.: ‘‘ Praecipit ut normam vitae nos- 
2 « Passio in carne significat nostri abnega- trae statuamus non hominum yoluntatem, sed 
tionem.” Dei voluntatem.”’ 


® Reiche regards the entire sentence as 
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i. 22,24. apf expresses as little here as in ver. 1, an ethical conception; 
it denotes the earthly human nature to which the mortal body belongs. — 
The verb G.by is dz. Aey. in the N. T. The form @icou is to be found in 
the Attic writers, but it is less common than the 2d aor.: Brdvar. — émidouroc, 
in like manner, dz, Aey.: “the remaining time in the flesh;” an idea similar 
to 6 tH mapotxiag ypdovoc, chap. i. 17. With the whole thought, comp. Rom. 
Sate, Pep 
Ver. 3. A fuller explanation is now given of the thought expressed in 
the previous verse, that the Christians should no longer live after the lusts 
of men, but according to the will of God; hence yap —dpxeroc: Matt 
vi. 34, x. 25; correctly Wiesinger: “the expression is here a eiwou ” 
Gerhard: in eo quod ait “sufficit” est quidam asterismus sive liptotes, qua 
mitigat Ap. exprobrationis asperitatem. Schott introduces a foreign applica- 
tion when he explains: “in it you have enough to repent of and to make 
amends for.” The construction as in Isocrates (in Panegyr.)}: ixavic yap 6 
| TapEANAVvOas Ypbvoc, ev TL TOV dEWdY ob yeyove; COMP. LKavovobw, Ezek. xliv. 6, 
xlv. 9. éo7. simply is to be supplied; not, with Steiger, “should be.” — 
6 napernrviic xpdvoc points back to wyxét; in contrast to rdv émidouov ... 
xXpdvov. — 70 BotAnua Tov éOvav kareipyacda]. The infinitive is, in free con- 
struction, dependent on dpxeroc, as it also stands with dpxei; cf. Winer, p. 298 f. 
[E. T., 315 f.;. The inf. perf. is selected “to designate the former life of 
sin, which has once for all been brought to a close” (Schott). — rv éovav is 
not evidence that the epistle was addressed to aforetime Jews. ,.When Jach- 
mann says: “the apostle could never say of the heathen, that they lived 
according to the will of the heathen,” it must be observed, that if the readers 
were formerly heathen, the BobAnua tov édvov was undoubtedly their own Pov- 
Ajua, but that éovév is explained by the fact that they were now heathen no 
longer (as opposed to Weiss). — memopevpévovg must be referred to tude, to be 
supplied in thought to xarepyacbac If the right reading be juiv after dpxerde 
yap, Peter would include himself, and juéc would have to be supplied. The 
Vulg. is indefinite: his gui ambulaverunt. Beza’s view is inappropriate, that 
Peter refers here not only to the readers of the epistle (whom he considers 
to have been Jewish Christians), but also to their ancestors, 1e., the former 
ten tribes of Israel. With zopetecda év, cf. Luke i. 6; 2 Pet. ii. 10. — doed- 
yeiasc, “ excesses of every kind,” embracing specially unchastity; cf. Rom. xiii. 
13; 2 Cor. xii. 21; Gal. v. 19; 3 Macc. ii. 26, etc. ; Buddeus considers it to 
mean nothing else than obscoenitas et stuprorum flagitiosa consuetudo; Lucian 
has the expression: doeAyéorepo Tov dvev, —érifvuiacg in the plural denotes 
fleshly lusts in themselves; although not limited to sensual desires only, 
it yet includes these chiefly. —oivodAvyiac]. Gm, dey. in the N. T.; the verb 
oivooavyeiv, LX X., Deut. xxi. 20, Heb. 820; Luther: “intoxication ;” better, 
“ drunkenness.” 1 — xéuowe, besides here, only in Rom. xiii. 13, Gal. v. 21, 
where, as here with zérac, it is joined with uéea: commissationes, properly : 
“carousals ;” cf. Pape, s. v. — moro]. am. Aey.; chiefly applied to social drinking 


1 Andronicus Rhodus, lib. mepi radar, p. 6: Philo (V. Df, 1, § 22) calls otvofAvyca an 
oivoprvyia ¢otiv émOuuia olvov amAnoTos. amAypwtos emiuuia. 
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at the banquet.1— ai ddevirou eidwdodatpeiae designates heathen idolatrous 
practices specially. deéuroc, in the N. T. occurring, besides in this passage, 
only in Acts x. 28, gives marked prominence to that in the nature of eidwi. 
which is antagonistic to the divine law. Bengel: quibus sanctissimum Dei 
jus violatur.2 This description is only applicable to such persons as were 
formerly heathen, not to the Jews; to the latter only in the days before the 
Assyrian and Babylonian captivities. Weiss (p. 113), in opposition to this, 
wrongly appeals to Rom. ii 17 ff.; for the reproach there made against the 
Jews bears an impress entirely different from the description here given; 
nor is the iepocvaeiv in that passage identical with the practice of idolatry. 
It is altogether arbitrary to take the expression eidwAodarpeia bere in a wider 
sense, so as to exclude from it idolatry proper, and it is further opposed by 
the expression d0epirorc. 

Ver. 4 é 6 gevigovru]. Many interpreters apply év ¢ directly to the 
thought contained in the following clause: uw} ovvrpeydvtov . 
Pott: év robrw de tevit,, bre uh ovvtpéxere; incorrectly, év 6 is connected rather 
with what precedes. Still, it can hardly be right to explain, that as the per- 
fects karepyacdat and rexopevuévove point to the fact that they no longer live 
as they had lived, this was the matter of wonderment (De Wette, Wiesinger, 
Schott,’ and in this commentary). It is more natural to take it thus —év 4 
equivalent to “on the ground of this” (that is, because ye have thus lived), 
and the absolute genitive following as equal to “inasmuch as ye run not 
with them,” so that the sense is: “on account of this, that ye thus walked in 
times past, your countrymen think it strange when ye do so no longer” 
(Hofm.); with é 3, comp. John xvi. 30 and Meyer in loc. The genitive 
absolute assigns, as it frequently does, the occasioning cause (Winer, p. 195 
[E T.,207]). The word éevigecaa (in its common meaning, equivalent to 
“to be a guest;” thus it is used frequently in the N. T.) here means: “to 
be amazed,” “to feel astonishment ;” comp. ver. 12; Acts xvii. 20.4— uy cuv- 
“uy refers the matter to the amazement of the heathen.” 
ovvtpéxerv, Mark vi. 33 and Acts iii. 11: to run together, confluere ; here, “to 
run in company with any one.” — cic tiv abryv tie dowriac dvayvow states the 
aim of the ovvrp. With dowria, comp. Eph. v. 18; Tit. i. 6: “Jewd and disso- 
lute conduct.” The word dvayvoc is to be found in Aelian, De An., xvi.'15, 
used synonymously with énicdvow, and Script. Graec. Ap. Luper. in Harpoer. 
with bxépxavow; it means, accordingly, “the overflowing.” This sense is to 
be kept hold of, and rpéyeu ele dowriag to be explained of the haste with which 
dissoluteness is allowed to break forth and to overflow. According to Hofm., 


. avaxvaly; 


tpexovtwv buar |. 


1 Appian, B. C., I., p. 700: 6 S& Seprupros 
+ 4 TA TOAAG Hy eri TpUdis, yuvaike Kai Kwpous 
Kal TOTOLS TXOAGCwY, 

2 Schott unjustitiably maintains that the 
eidwAodatpetar are termed adémcror not in them- 
selves, but on account of the immoral, volup- 
tuous ceremonies connected with them. The 
adject. is added because they form an anti- 
thesis, in the strictest sense, to God’s holy 
prerogative. It is unwarrantable to assert 


that eiSwAoAarpeta could only be termed aOéue- 
tos when practised by the Jews, not when by 
the heathen. 

8 It is true that ‘a surprise calling forth 
displeasure ” (Schott) is meant; but this does 
not lie in the word itself. 

4 The object. to feviger@ac is either in the 
dative, as ver. 12 (Polyb. iii. 68.9: é£evigovto 
TS Tl ovuPeByKds eivat mapa Thy mpocdoxiar), 
or is subjoined by means of dua te or emi reve. 
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it denotes the doings of those who are in haste to pour out from them their 
indwelling lasciviousness, so that it overflows and spreads in all directions. 
From the explanation of Strabo, iii. p. 206 A: Aéyovra dvaxboeuc ui mAnpobpevat 
TH Oaharry Koidadec év TAnupvpiot, it is unjustifiable to derive the meaning “ sen- 
ta, mire” (second edition of this commentary), or “flood” (third edition), 
or “stream” (Schott).1— Baacenuodvrec characterizes their amazement more 
nearly as one which prompts them to speak evil of those whose conduct 
causes them astonishment (not “ Christianity,” as Hofmann thinks). Schott 
justly remarks that “it is not the being struck with amazement in itself 
which is, strictly speaking, of significance here, but that definite form of it 
expressed by GAacgnuoivrec, placed last for the sake of emphasis.” 

Ver. 5 points to the judgment which awaits the evil-speaking heathen: 
of drodGoova Adyov]. drod, Aéyov (Matt. xii. 86; Heb. xiii. 17; Acts xix. 40). 
Antithesis to aiteiv Adyov, chap. iii. 15. — 76 éroiuwc éyovrti, “that is, the Say- 
iour risen, and seated at the right hand, chap. iii. 22,” De Wette. — The 
expression: éroiuwc éyew, “to be ready,” with the exception of here, only in 
Acts xxi. 138; 2 Cor. xii. 14.—xpiva Govra¢g Kal vexpoic]. As often in the 
N. T., of the last judgment, which by éroiy. éy. is pointed out as near at 
hand; comp. ver. 7. vra¢ kai vexpovc does not denote some dead and some 
alive, but the aggregate of all, whether they be living or already dead when 
the day of judgment comes; comp. Acts x. 42; 2 Tim. iv. 1.2. It is erro- 
neous to understand by the quick and the dead the Christians only (Wichel- 
haus, Schott), or those who speak evil only. Peter, by naming Him to 
whom the evil-speakers shall render an account, the Judge of the quick and 
the dead, implies thereby that they are not to remain unpunished, whether 
they die before the day of judgment or not. And this as a testimony to the 
justice of God, should serve to comfort the Christians under the calumnies 
which they had to endure, and exhort them not to be led aside by them to a 
denial of their Christian walk. It must further be observed, that this pas- 
sage adds the last to those elements of the glory of the exalted Saviour men- 
tioned at the close of the last chapter, namely, the office of judge which He 
will execute at the end of the days. 

Ver. 6. This verse, which has been explained in very diverse ways,3 is 
meant, as the ydp following upon ei¢ tovro shows, to give the ground or the 
explanation of a statement going before. The question is: Which state- 
ment is it? The sound of the words serves to suggest that in vexpoic we have 


1 Hesych. and Suidas interpret avadvors adhue in carne illa Adami; mortuos in Chris- 
also by BdAaxeia, éxAvors; thus Gerhard : to.” 
*‘virium exolutio, mollities;” according to 8 Lorinus enumerates twelve different ir. 
De Wette it means profusio, wantonness; but terpretations; nor does that complete the 
it is better to keep to the above signification. number. Many commentators are uncertain, 
2 Gerhard: ‘* Vivos, quos judex veniens and confess that they do not understand the 


reperiet vivos, mortuos, quos ex sepulcris in 
vitam revocabit.’”’? Several commentators erro- 
neously understand the words ¢vtas kat 
vexpovs in a figurative sense; Joh. Huss: 
“ vivos in gratia ad beatitudinem, mortuos in 
culpa ad damnationem;”’ Bened. Arias : ‘‘ vivos 


true meaning of the verse; thus also, Luther, 
who even thinks it possible that the text has 
been corrupted. Reiche, too, is inclined to 
regard the passage as a gloss added by a later 
hand. 
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a resumption of the vexpois immediately preceding, and that what is said in 
this verse is to be regarded as the ground of the thought that judgment will 
be pronounced, not only upon the living, but upon the dead also. This assump- 
tion seems to be corroborated by the «ai before vexpoic. The fact —to which 
Peter appeals —on which this thought is based is expressed in ebayyedion. 
But it is precisely this idea, that the gospel was preached to the dead, — 
to all the dead,— which has induced the interpreters to deviate from the 
explanation lying most naturally to hand. It is entirely unjustifiable, with 
Zezschwitz (thus Alethaeus already, and Starkius in Wolf), to connect the 
verse with vv. 1 and 2, regard vv. 3-5 as a digression, and understand under 
vexpoi¢ the Christians who are already dead when the day of judgment arrives. 
yap certainly must refer back to ver. 5; according to Schott, it applies to. 
the whole homogeneous statement of ver. 5; according to Bengel, to 76 
éroiuwe éxovre; in their opinion, likewise, vexpoic is to be understood of Chris- 
tians already dead. This determination. of the expression, however, is 
arbitrary, as no mention is made in ver. 5 of the Christians.!_ It lies more 
to hand to take the vexpoi¢ as meaning the evil-speakers mentioned in ver. 5. 
On this interpretation, the apostle tells the Christians who were being evil 
spoken of, not to forget that those calumniators who died before the judg- 
ment would not on that account escape punishment. Still it is difficult to 
see why the apostle should give such special prominence to this, — more 
especially with the further remark, that the gospel was preached unto them, 
iva... Coot, «7.4, Wiesinger justly remarks: “that the author should so 
expressly accept the assumption of their death, does not well agree with the 
Eroiwwc éxev, and not with the subsequent mavrwv dé 7d TéAo¢ Hyyixe.” — Hof- 
mann, whilst correctly recognizing that by vexpoic the apostle here does not 
denote Christians only, or unbelievers only, gives a closer definition of the 
term by applying it to those of the dead to whom, during their lifetime, 
the gospel had been preached. At the same time, however, he assumes that 
the thought here expressed “serves to confirm or explain the whole state- 
ment that the slanderers, without exception, whether living or dead, must 
render account to the Lord.” But, on the one hand, the apostle in no 
way alludes to the limitation of the idea here too supposed; and, on the 
other, it is incorrect to understand by Gdvrac cat vexpovc, ver. 5, the calumni- 
ators only. If all arbitrariness is to be avoided, then vexpoic must here be 
taken in the same wide sense as vexpod¢ in ver. 5. Any limitation of the 
general idea is without justification, — indicated, as such is, neither by 
the want of the article before vexpoic,?2 nor by the circumstance that the slan- 
derers are the subject in ver. 5. Accordingly, it cannot be denied that the 
apostle gives expression to the thought that the gospel has been preached 
to all who are dead at the time when the last judgment arrives. With the 


1 Tt is evidently still farther-fetched to un- go to prove that the expression vexpoi, when 
stand vexpois a8 meaning the believers of the applied to ad/ the dead, has not necessarily the 
O. T., as is done by several of the earlier com- article prefixed to it. Elsewhere, too, vexpot 
mentators, — Bullinger, Aretius, ete. has no article: cf. Luke xvi. 80; Acts x. 42; 

2 The phrases, éyelperv, éyetperOar, avacrh- Rom. xiv. 9. 


vau ék vexpov (see Winer, p. 117 [H. T. 153]), 
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view of chap. iii. 19, 20, which is in harmony with the words, this thought 
need occasion no stumbling. In that passage, it is true, the éxfovéev applies 
only to the spirits of those who perished in the flood. But they alone are 
mentioned there, not because the «7jpvyya was addressed exclusively to them, 
but because the apostle recognized in the deluge the type of baptism.! Ac- 
cordingly, though there be a close connection of thought internally between 
what is here said and chap. iii. 19, 20, it is nevertheless erroneous, with 
Steiger, Konig, Giider, Wiesinger, Weiss, p. 228 f., to take eiyyyedicdn as 
applying only to those there named. — ei7yyeAio#z is put here impersonally : 
“the gospel was proclaimed,” neither 6 Xpioréc nor 7 diday} tot Xpiotov (Bengel, 
Grotius, Pott, etc.), nor any thing similar, is to be supplied. 
ei¢ TobTo . . . va (comp. chap. iii. 9, John xviii. 37, and other passages) 
points to the design of the fact stated in edyyyeAicdy; on this the chief accent 
of the sentence lies. The apostle bases the thought, that the Lord stands 
ready to judge the dead also, not alone on the circumstance that the gospel 
has been preached to them too, but that it has been preached for the purpose 
which he states in what follows. ‘This purpose is expressed in the sentence 
consisting of two members: tva Kpidow pev Kati dvOpwrove capKt, Caow dé Kata 
Oxdv mvetuar. According to the grammatical structure, «pieo.v and GGow are 
co-ordinate with each other, and both are equally dependent on ive. In 
sense iva applies, however, only to Gov, inasmuch as the first member must 
be regarded as a parenthesis. ‘The construction here is similar to that which 
is frequently to be found in classical writers in clauses connected by iv . 
dé.2 This conjunction, as Hartung? remarks, discloses the contrast. The 
aorist xpwoow shows the judgment to be one which, at the commencement of 
the last judgment, is by their very death executed upon those who are then 
dead, and this quite independently of whether the gospel was preached to 
them before or after death. It is accordingly erroneous to understand this 
judgment (xp:deow) to mean the judgment of repentance (Gerhard), or that 
of the flood (De Wette); it is the judgment of death. as nearly all expositors 
have rightly acknowledged. Hofmann, with only an appearance of right- 
ness, asserts that the expression of the apostle can be appropriately applied 
only to those who did not suffer this judgment of death till after the gospel 
had been preached to them. The apostle could express himself thus as 
regards those also with whom this was not the case, all the more readily 
that they were not set free from the condition of death immediately on hear- 
ing the gospel preached, nor then even, when they had received it in faith. 
Accordingly, the interpretation is: “in order that they, after the flesh, indeed, 
judged by death, may live according to the spirit” (Wiesinger). The antithesis 
capk? . . . mvevuatt is here in the same sense as in chap. iii. 18. Giider’s 
opinion, that oapé here denotes the sinful bias which the dead possess, is 
unwarranted; nowhere in Scripture is odpé attributed to the already de- 


1 Erroneous is the opinion of several com- 2 See Matthiae, Ausf. Griech. Gr., 2d ed., 
mentators (Pott, Jachmann, Konig, Grimm in p. 1262. 
Theol. Studien und Kritiken, 1835), that these 3 Lehre v. d. Partikl., Part IL., p. 406. 


only are named by way of example because 
they were specially ungodly. 
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parted. —xard dvépdrove means neither “by men,” nor “according to the 
judgment of men;” but “according to the manner of men, as is peculiar to 
them.” —The second member, Gar dé Kata Osdv mvebyar, corresponds as to 
form entirely with the first clause, only that here the verb is present, 
because it mentions the future condition aimed at. Gv is antithetical to «pr 
@jva, and denotes the eternal life which in the judgment is awarded to those 
who in faith have received the gospel. It is more nearly defined by xara Oc6v, 
which (corresponding to the «cata dvpdmovc) can only mean, “according to the 
manner of God, as corresponds with the character of God.” 1— This final clause 
states the purpose which this evayyeAigecdar should serve; whether, and in 
how far, the object is attained, 1s not said. 

Ver. 7. Here begins the third series of exhortations, which has special 
reference to life in the church, and is linked on to the thought of the near- 
ness of the end of all things (see Introd., § 2). —mdvrwv dé 70 TéAog jyytker]. 
de narks clearly the transition to another train of thought. It is accordingly 
incorrect to connect the clause with what precedes (Hofmann). 
réhoc, equal to “the end of all things,” refers back to the foregoing éroiuwe 
éyovre kpivac; With the judgment comes the réAoc, mévtwr, placed first by 
way of emphasis, is not masc. (Hensler: “the end of all men”) but neut. ;? 
comp. 2 Pet. iii. 10, 11; with rédoc, Matt. xxiv. 6, 14. —jyyuce]. Comp. 
Rom. xiii. 12; Jas. v. 8; Phil. iv. 5. That the apostle, without fixing the 
time or the hour of it, looked upon the advent of Christ and the end of 
the world,—in its condition hitherto, —therewith connected, as near at 
hand, must be simply admitted. — cugpovgcare obv kat vgpate]. The first 
exhortation, grounded (odv) on the thought of the nearness of the end of the 
world. cwdp.; Vulg.: estole PRUDENTES; in this sense the word is not in 
use in the N. T.; it means rather temperateness of spirit, i.e., the govern- 
ing omnum immoderatorum affectuum; with the passage comp. 1 Tim. ii. 9; 
Tit. 11. 6,4 in contrast to the licentiousness of the heathen described in ver. 2 
(Wiesinger). —vmpate]. Vulg.: vigilate, inexactly ; view has here the same 
meaning as in chap. i. 18. It is not enough to understand both expressions 
of abstinence from sensual indulgence. — ei¢ (rac) mpocevydc, not in orationibus 
(Vulg.), for ee states the aim of the cwoo, and vygew, but “unto prayer,” that 
is, so that you may always be in the nght frame of mind for prayer. If rée¢ 
be genuine, it is to be explained on the supposition that the apostle took the 
prayers of Christians for granted. — A mind excited by passions and lusts 


TAVTWY TO 


1 Hofmann interprets cara ®edv insorrectiy 
by ‘because of God,’ to which he adds the 
more precise definition, “‘ since it is God who 
gives this life, so that it is therefore consti- 
tuted accordingly.” — Jachmann’s view is very 
singular; he holds that cara @eov means “ with 
reference to their divine part; ’’ nor, he thinks, 
should this occasion surprise, for, as the sen- 
suous nature of man is in biblical language 
personified by © dv@pwros, 80 too his invisible, 
divine nature might be personified by & @eds. 

2 Oecumenius gives two interpretations: 
70 TEAOS* AVYTL TOU, ) TUMTAYpwots, } TUVTEAELA* 


% TéAOS HyytKEval TOY navTwy TpodyTov: TodTO 
dé aAnBet Advw, 0 Xpiotos, ) TavTwy yap TeAEto- 
Ts, avtds eotiv. The second is evidently 
false. 2 

% According to Schott, jyye«e means as 
much as: ‘not only is there nothing more 
between the Christian’s present state of salya- 
tion and the end, but the former is itself 
already the end, i.e., the beginning of the 
end.” 

4 Hemming: ‘‘cwppocvvy, equal to, affect- 
uuin et voluntatis harmonia.” 
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cannot pray. The plural points to repeated prayer (Schott). Schott, with- 
out any warrant, would understand by it the prayers of the Church only. — 
The fact that both ideas are synonymous, forbids any separation, with De 
Wette and Hofmann, of owdpovjoure from v#pate, and the conjoining of ei 7, 
mpooevyac With the latter term only. 

_ Ver. 8. mpd réivruv d&]; cf. Jas. v. 12. — tiv eic éavrode (i.e., GadAjhove) aya- 
anv éxtevi Eyovtec. The second exhortation. The participle shows that this 
and the first exhortation belong closely together. Luther translates inex- 
actly: “have . . . a burning love.” Love one to another, as the charac- 
teristic sign (John xiii. 35) of Christians, is presupposed; the apostle’s 
exhortation is directed to this, that the love should be éxrevjc.1 — For ixrevine, 
ef. chap. i. 22. There is nothing to show that the apostle gave expression 
to this exhortation with special reference to the circumstance “that in the 
cease of his readers brotherly love was united with danger and persecution ” 
(Schott). — 671 (9) dyann xadinter rAj00¢ duaptiov]. A proverbial saying after 
Proy. x. 12; NINN NIN oywa-Fd Dy) OTD TPA ANI (the second half is 
incorrectly translated by the LXX., rdvrac dé rode uh glAoverxobvruc KaAbmret (diAia): 
“ Loye covereth (maketh a covering over) all sins.” The sense of the words 
is evident from the first half of the verse; whilst hatred stirs up strife and 
contention (by bringing the sins of others to the light of day), love, with 
forgiving gentleness, covers the sins of others (and thus works concord).2— 
In its original meaning, accordingly, the proverb has reference to what love 
does as regards the sins of others; love in its essential nature is forgiveness, 
and that not of some, but of many sins; 1 Cor. xiii. 5,7; Matt. xviii. 21, 22. 
In this sense Estius, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Piscator, Steiger, Wiesinger, 
Weiss (p. 337 f.), Schott, Fronmiiller, etc., have rightly interpreted the 
passage, which then, serving as the basis of the preceding exhortation,? is 
intended to set forth the blessed influence of love on life in the church. 
Hofmann unjustly. denies this (Beza: caritalem mutuam commendat ex eo, quod 
innumerabilia peccata veluti sepeliat, ac proinde pacis ac concordiae sit fautrizx et 
conservairiz. Wiesinger: “Only by the forgiving, reconciling influence of 
love, can the destructive power of sin be kept away from church life”). 
Steiger (with whom Weiss and Fronmiiller agree) explains: “the apostle 
recommends the Christians to extend the limits of brotherly love and to 
strengthen themselves in it, because true love covers a multitude of sins;” but 
this is not to the point, inasmuch as the covering of many sins is peculiar 
to the dyary itself, and constitutes the reason why it should be ékrevge. Sev- 
eral expositors (Grotius, etc.) understand the words to have the same mean- 
ing here as in Jas. y. 20 (see Comment., in loc.), that is, that love in effecting 


. 


But though 


1 Bengel: ‘‘ Amor jam praesupponitur, ut 
sit vehemens, praecipitur.” 

2 As opposed to the view that Peter had 
this passage in his mind, De Wette asserts, 
that in ‘‘that case the apostle must have 
translated from the Hebrew the passage incor- 
rectly rendered by the LXX. This, however, 
is in itself improbable, as he would then have 
written magas Tas amaptias, or rather, mavTa 


7a. aducynpara (cf. Prov. xvii. 9).” 
it may be questioned whether Peter quoted 
directly from it, there can be no doubt, as 
even Briickner, Wiesinger, and Weiss admit, 
that the proverbial phrase arose out of that 
passage. 

% Hottinger: ‘‘or. indicare videtur (better, 
indicat) incitamentum aliquod, quo chris- 
tianis amor iste commendatur.” 
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the sinner’s conversion, procures the divine forgiveness for his many sins; 
but, on the one hand, “the apostle does not here regard his readers as erring 
brethren, of whom it might be the duty of some to convert the others” 
(Wiesinger) ; and, on the other, “there is here not the slightest indication 
that the expression is not to be understood directly of the covering of sins 
as such, but of reclaiming labors ” (Weiss). — Oecumenius already (6 uév yap 
eic rov mAnotoy keoc, Tov Ocdv quiv iAewv novi), and after him many Catholic 
expositors (Salmeron, Cornelius a Lapide, Lorinus, etc.), and several Protes- 
tants also (the latter sometimes, whilst distinctly defending the Protestant 
principle against Catholic applications of the passage),! understand the 
maxim of the blessing which love brings to him who puts it into practice. 
But if Peter had wished to express a thought similar to that uttered by 
Christ, Matt. vi. 14, 15, he would assuredly not have made use of words such 
as. these, which in the nature of them bear not upon personal sins, but on 
those of others.? 

Ver. 9. In‘this and the following verses two manifestations of love are 
brought prominently forward, in which its ministering nature is revealed. 
First: giddgevor eig GaAnAove]. Cf. Rom. xii. 13; Heb. xiii. 2; 3 John 5; 
1 Tim. iii. 2, ete. The chief emphasis lies on the words which serve more 
closely to define the statement: dvev yoyyvojod, “without murmuring,” i.e., 
mufnuring at the trouble caused by the hospitality shown to brethren. 
The same thing is said in a more general way, Phil. ii. 14: xavra roveite yuple 
yoyyvouar kal datoytouev; ef. 2 Cor. ix. 7: wh éx Abnne, 7 8 dvayxne. 

Ver. 10. Second manifestation of love. It is presupposed that each one 
has received a yapioua: Exaotoc Kabd¢ saBe ydpioua], Kaldc, not equal to dc, but 
pro ratione qua, proutt (Wahl), “ according as.” — ydpica, as in Rom. xii. 6; 
1 Cor. xii. 4, 28; not an office in the church. Every man should, according 
to the kind of gift he has received (not according to the measure of it, 
&v TobTw TO wEéTpY, Ev @ EAaBe, vel ut Paulus: de 6 Ocdc sueprce wétpov Yapioudtwr, 
Rom. xii. 3; Pott: “still less can xafde be referred to the manner of re- 
ceiving;” Lorinus: sicut GRATIS accepimus, ita gratis demus), administer 
it for his brethren, ec éavrotc, i.e., for their benefit, and therefore for that 
of the entire community. écaxovety (a transitive verb, as in chap. i. 12): 
vocula emphatica; innuit Ap. quod propter dona illa nemo se debeat supra 


1 Vorstius: ‘Intelligit Ap. caritatem in 
causa esse, ut non tantum proximi nostri pec- 


light of that love which penetrates all; that is, 
in that this love produces mutual reconciliation 


cata humaniter tegamus, verum etiam ut Deus 
nobis ex pacto gratuito nostra peccata condo- 
net, non quod propter meritum seu dignitatem 
caritatis id fiat, sed quia caritas erga fratres 
conditio est, sine qua Deus nobis ignoscere 
non vult.” 

2 De Wette gives a peculiar combination of 
the various interpretations: ‘As the love 
which is required of us is a common love, so 
the writer refers to the common sins still 
defacing the whole of Christian social life, but 
which, as single blemishes (!), are overshone, 
and made pardonable in God’s eye, by the 


and improvement,” On this Briickner remarks, 
that what is true here is the thought that 
reciprocalness is a characteristic not of love 
only, but of all her actions, i.e., “He whose 
love covers the sing of others, sees in like man- 
ner his own sins covered by the love of others.” 
But this makes ‘the interpretation only more 
artificial, and removes it still farther from the 
simple phraseology of our passage” (Weiss). 
—Clemens Al. and Bernhard of Clairvaux 
(Sermo 23 in Cant.) understand ayary to 
mean the love of Christ (!). 
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alios efferre, aut dominium in alios affectare, sed aliorum ministrum sese sponte 
constituere (Gerhard). — de kadol oixovduor moriane xaptroc Ocod]. With dc, cf. 
chap. i. 14: as is peculiar to the xadoic olxovéuorc, which, from their vocation, 
Christians should be. With oixovduo, cf. 1 Cor. iv. 1; Tit. i. 7. According 
to De Wette and Weiss, there is here an allusion to the parable of the talents, 
Matt. xxv. 14. — xadéc, expression of irreproachable excellence; see 1 Tim. 
iv. 6; 2 Tim. ii. 3. The Lord of the Christians, as the oixovouor, is God; the 
goods which He intrusts to their stewardship are His zockidn yvaptc; xapic is 
here the sum of all that has fallen to the share of believers through the grace 
of God; the individual manifestations of it are the yapiouara, the homoge- 
neous character of which is marked by the singular, and their variety by 
noxidn here subjoined with reference to the preceding xa@dc . . . yépiopa. 
Ver. 11. Species duas generi subjicit (Vorstius). From the general term 
xapioua, Peter selects two special functions for greater prominence. — é& tic 
Aare]. Aadeiv is here the preaching in the church, which includes the zpo- 
ontevelv, diddoxerv, ANd rapaxadeiv, mentioned in Rom. xii. 6-8. Pott is inexact 
in paraphrasing é tic Aanet by et tec Eyer Td Yapioua Tov Aareiv (so, too, Schott: 
“if any one have the gift and vocation to speak”’), for AaAeiv is not the gift, 
but the exercise of it. It is arbitrary to limit the application of the term 
to the official duties of the elders (Hemming: si quis docendi munus in ecclesia 
sustinet), for in the assemblies every one who possessed the necessary yupropa 
was at liberty to speak. —d¢ Aéyia Oeod]. Aadreitw d Acdei must be supplied; 
or, better still, with Wiesinger: Aadoivtec; cf. éxaotoc . . . Suakovorytes above; 
26yta — as in classical Greek, chiefly of oracular responses —is applied in 
the N. T. only to the utterances or revelations of God, either to those 
in the O. T., as in Acts vii. 38, Rom. iii. 2, or those in the N. T., as Heb. 
y. 12. The idea, prophecies, is too narrow. This‘ exhortation presup- 
poses that whoever speaks in the congregation gives utterance, not to 
his own thoughts, but to the revelations of God; and it demands that he 
should do so in a manner (dc) conformable to them. — eé ri¢ duakovet]. dSvaxoveiv 
must not be understood as applying to the official work of the appointed 
deacons only; it embraces quaevis ministeria in ecclesia ab docendi officio dis- 
tincta (Gerhard; so, too, Wiesinger, who here cites Rom. xii. 8 and 1 Cor. 
xii. 28), but it refers specially to the care of the poor, the sick, and the 
strangers, either official, or according to the free-will of individual members 
of the church. — dc 2& loytoc, k.7.4., Sc.) Staxoveirw, or better duaxovodvrec: ‘so 
ministering, as of,” etc. Here, too, it is presumed that the person ministering 
is not wanting in that strength which God supplies, and the exhortation is, 
that he should exercise his ability in a way corresponding with the fact that 
he received the strength necessary thereto from God, and not as “of himself 
possessing it.” yopnyeiv, besides in this passage, occurs only in 2 Cor. ix. 10. 
(émyopnyeiv is to be met with frequently, e.g., 2 Pet. i. 5).—iva, as stating 
their purpose, refers back to the exhortations in vv. 10 and 11, with special 
reference to the determinative clauses introduced by de,—év naow, “in all 
things” (Wiesinger), i.e., “in the practice of all the gifts, the exercise of 


1 Calvin: “ Quia quicquid habemus ad ministrandum virtutis solus ipse nobis suggerit.” 
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which was connected with matters relating to the churches” (Schott) ; not 
equivalent to év mdow é6veow (Occ.), or “in you all” (De Wette: “as His 
true instruments”); cf. 1 Tim. iii. 11. — dogagnra 6 Oe6c, “in order that God 
may be glorified,” i.e., that He obtain the praise, since it will be evident from 
your conduct that you as His oixovéuor have received (xaéa¢ #a3e) all things 
Ta Adyia, THY ioyov) from Him. — dia ’Ijood Xprotod belongs to dogagyra, and 
points out that not the ability only, for the Aadeiv and d:axoveiv, is communi- 
cated to the Christian through the agency of Christ,! but that all actual 
employment of it is effected by Christ. It is mistaken, with Hofmann, — 
who is not justified in appealing to Rom. xvi. 27 and Heb. xiii. 21 in sup- 
port of his assertion,—to connect da ’l. Xp. with the following relative 
clause. Such a view is opposed not only to the natural construction, but to 
the thought, since God did not receive His dda and His xparo¢ first through 
Christ. — As a close, the doxology, 3, may be referred either to @ed¢ (Oecu- 
menius, Calvin, Bengel, De Wette, Briickner, Wiesinger, Weiss, Schott, 
Hofmann) or to ’I. Xpistod (Grotius, Calov, Steiger). The first is the correct 
application, since 6 Oed6¢ is the subject of the clause and 7 dota points back to 
dogatyra. Comp. chap. v. 11. The doxology states the reason of the iva 
dokatyra: 6 Osd¢ (Schott); because God is (éorw) the glory and the power, 
therefore the endeavors of the church should be directed to bring about a 
lively acknowledgment of this, to the praise of God. — Identical with this 
is the doxology, Rev. i. 6 (cf. also Rev. v. 13). 

Ver. 12. Exhortation with reference to the sufferings under persecution. 
dyanntoi]. See chap. in. 11.— pp fevivecte]. Cf. ver. 4; Nicol. de Lyra 
translates incorrectly: nolite a fide alienari: Luther, correctly: “let it not 
astonish you.” — 7H év tyiv mupdoea]. The construction cum dat. occurs also 
in classical Greek; ripwoic, besides in this passage, to be found only in 
Rey. xviii. 9, 18, where it is equal to incendium. ‘The LXX. translate 8 
and even 3. by mupéw; the substantive, Prov. xxvil. 21, is an inexact 
translation of 133 in the sense of “refining furnace;” Oec., correctly ; 
mipwow Tae OAiwerc elmOv, évéonvev Oc did dokiwaciay émayovtat abtoic aitai. The 
word, however, does not in itself contain the reference to purification ; this is 
introduced only in what follows.!— éy iuiv]. “ Among, with you; not equal 
to “affecting some in your midst” (De Wette), but “ the readers are regarded 
as a totality, and the wip. as present in the midst of them” (Wiesinger). — 
The definite purpose of the ripwo is brought out in the subsequent words: 
mpoc mepacuor tyuiv yiwouévy. metpaouoc here means the trial with intent to 
purify (elsewhere it has also the secondary signification of designed 
temptation to sin); ef. chap. i. 7.—G¢ gévov byiv ovusaivovtoc]. évov points 
back to yi gevigeode. Luther: “as though some strange thing happened unto 
yous” i.e., something strange to your destination, unsuited to it.? 

Ver. 13. dada... yaipere]. Antithesis to fevitecte; non tantum mirari 


1 Gualther: ‘Confert crucem igni, nos of salvation. This the context in no way jus- 
auro.?? tifies. What causes astonishment is rather the 

2 Schott here again supposes that in conse- fact that the church belonging to the glorified 
quence of persecutions the leaders had become Christ is exposed to the obloquy of the 
perplexed as to the moral truth of their state world. 
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vetat Petrus, sed gaudere etiam jubet (Calvin); the measure of the joy is 
indicated by Kad xowwveite toicg rod Xprotod rabjuacr. — Kad, not equivalent to 
“that,” nor to quando (Pott), but to quatenus, in quantum: ef. Rom. viii. 26, 
2 Cor. viii. 12. — 7a rod Xpiorod rabuara is inexactly interpreted by Vorstius 
as afflictiones Christi membris destinalae, nempe quas pii propter justitiam et 
evangelium Christi sustinent ; they rather mean the sufferings which Christ 
Himself has endured. Of these the believers are partakers (xoivwvotow 
avtoic), for the world shows the same enmity to them as to Christ, since it is 
He who is hated in them; cf. my commentary to Col. i. 24, and Meyer to 
2 Cor. i. 5, 7 (so, too, Wiesinger, Weiss, p. 293 f., Schott). Steiger! is 
wrong in thinking of the inward suffering endured by the Christian, whilst, 
by the power of Christ’s death, he dies unto sin. — The object to be supplied 
in thought to yaipete is the xipwae previously mentioned by the apostle. — 
iva wai states the design of yaipev: the Christians are to rejoice now, in 
order that they may also (xai lays stress on the future in relation to the 
present) rejoice éy 77 aroxadtwe, etc.; for this future joy is conditioned by 
that of the present, as the future partaking of the doga of Christ by the 
present sharing of His mraéjuac.2 Schott unreasonably opposes, as “ gram- 
matical pedantry,” the application of iva to the preceding yaipere, for he re- 
marks: “it is the sufferings themselves which hold out to us the future joy.” 
But he omits to consider that the xowwveiv toic r. Xp. rad. holds out future 
happiness to him only who finds his joy in it. Schott incorrectly appeals, in 
support of his construction, to John xi. 15.—It is not correct to explain, 
with Gerhard, etc., iva, éxBatimdc. — év TH droxadipe, «7.2. ], not “ because of,” 
but “at” (Luther: “at the time of ”) the revelation; cf. chap. i.17. The 
expression anoxdA. rie d6&y¢ Xpiorov (with which compare Matt. xxv. 31) is to 
be found only here. By it the apostle indicates that he who is now a 
partaker of the sufferings of Christ, aud rejoices in them (Col. iii. 4), 
will one day be partaker of His glory, and in it rejoice everlastingly. 
dyadhGuevor is added to xapyre by way of giving additional force to the idea 
(chap. i. 8; Matt. v. 12).8 

Ver. 14. In order to strengthen the exhortation: uf feviteobe . . . adda 
yaipere, Peter adds the assurance: ei dvedileode, x.7.A.; cf. chap. iil. 14 and 
Matt. v. 11. — Pott, without any reason, explains e by xaimep,—év dvéuate 
Xpior0v]. The explanation, propter confessionem Christi (De Wette), is inac- 
curate, for dvoua is not confessio; the meaning is the same as that in Mark 
ix. 41: év dvéouari, 67 Xpuorod éoré, thus: ‘because ye bear the name of Christ, 
and therefore belong to Him.” Schott: “for the sake of your Christian name 
and Christian profession;” Steiger: “as servants of Christ.” — paxépuo, se. 


1“ The kowwvety 7. 7a0. consists in the 
inward fellowship of the sufferings of Christ, 
in the participation in that strength which 
arises from the justifying confidence in their 
value, and which causes us even to die unto 
sin.” 

2 Weiss (p. 291 ff.), while denying that 
Peter has the Pauline idea of community of 
life with Christ, supplements, as an interme- 


diate thought, that participation in the suffer- 
ings of Christ is the necessary mark of the true 
disciples. But thisis to give a much too super- 
ficial conception of the relation; and could 
Peter have thought it possible to be a disciple 
without community of life? 

3 *¢Quia prius illud (gaudium) eum dolore 
et tristitia mixtum est, secundum cum exsulta- 
tione conjungit ”’ (Calvin). 
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éore, —6rt Td THe édEn¢ (Kad Svvduewc) Kal Td Tod Ocod rvevpa], ddga: glory in its 
highest sense, heavenly, divine glory.1_ According to Greek usage, ro ric d0én¢ 
may be a cireumlocution for 7 doéa;? but this form of expression does not 
occur elsewhere in the N. T. (Winer, p. 104 [E. T., 109]); nor is it easy to 
understand why the apostle should not simply have written 4 d6ga. Accord- 
ingly, it is preferable to take ré with the subsequent mveia, and to assume 
an additional mveiiza (as is done by the greater number of commentators, De 
Wette, also Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott); the Spirit of glory is, then, the 
same as that which is also the Spirit of God (xa? 78 rod Geod mv, subjoined 
epexegetically). But in consideration of dveidifeo#e, He is styled the Spirit 
of doga, i.e:, to whom ddga belongs (Calvin: qui gloriam secum perpetuo con- 
junctam habet; ef. Eph. i. 17), and who therefore also bestows it. 70 rob 
Gcod is added in order to show that this Spirit of doga is none other than the 
Spirit of God Himself. It must be allowed, that, on this interpretation, 
there is an inexactness of expression, «ai being evidently out of place.? — 
Hofmann proposes, therefore, to supply to 76 not mveiua, but évoua, from what 
precedes. But if Peter had had this thought in his mind, he would certainly 
have given definite expression to it; and it is self-evident, too, that on him 
who is reproached év évéuare Xptorod, as a bearer of it, that name rests. — é¢’ 
tude avaraiera, after Isa. xi. 2, where the same expression is used of the 
mvebua tT. Ocov (in like manner éxavanavecda, Num. xi. 25; 2 Kings ii. 15, 
LXX.; of eipfvn, Luke x. 6). The accus. é9’ bude is to be explained as with 
tuewev, John i. 82; Wahl: demissus in vos requiescit in vobis ; it points to the 
living operation of the Spirit on those upon whom He rests. The thought 
contained in these words gives the reason (érz) of what has been said: not, 
however, the logical reason;* but the actual reason, that is, inasmuch as 
this resting of the Spirit of d&a, on those who are reproached év évéu. Xprorod, 
is a sealing of their eternal doga. It is inappropriate to insert, with Calvin, 
a nihilominus, so that the sense would be: in spite of that reproach, the 
Spirit of God still dwells in you; the more so that the reproach of unbe- 
lievers was called forth by the very fact that the life of the Christians was 
determined by the Spirit which rested upon them.—In the additional 
clause found in the Rec., and connected with what goes before: xara piv 
abrove BAaognueitat, kata dé buac dogdgerat, the subject can hardly be mvedua cod 
taken from the explanatory clause immediately preceding, but. is more prob- — 
ably évoua Xpuorod from the previous clause, and on which the principal stress 
is laid. Schott wrongly thinks that this addition interrupts the connection 
of thought; but Hofmann is equally in error in holding the opposite opin- 
ion, that it is of necessity demanded by the yap, ver. 15; for yap may be 
equally well applied to the idea that the Spirit of God rests on those who 


2 Bengel erroneously understands S0éa pro * Aretius: “crux, quam bonus fert pro 


concreto, and that, ita wt sit appellatio Christi, Christo, indicat, quod Spir. Dei in illo quies- 
adding: “‘innuitur, Spiritum Christi eundem cat;” similarly, too, Hofmann: “they should — 
esse Spiritum Dei Patris.” consider themselves happy that they are re- 


2 Sce Matth., dusf. Gr. Gram., 2d ed., § 284. proached for bearing the name of Christ; every 
8 Of. Plato, Rep., viii. 565: wepe 7d ev "Apka- such reproach peminds them of what, by bear- 
Sig To ToD Avos icpdv; cf. Winer, p, 125 (WH. 7., —_ing it, they are.” 
132). 
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are reproached éy évéuaT: Xpiorod, as to this, that the name of Christ is glori- 
fied «ad tude. Since the rendering of xara by “with” (as formerly in this 
commentary), or by “on the part of ” (Hofmann), cannot be supported,! the 
meaning “with regard to” (De Wette) must be maintained. The interpre- 
tation will then be: “by their . . . your conduct,” or “according to their’. . . 
your opinion.” 

Ver. 15. With reference to the assumption contained in what precedes 
— whether expressed in the clause wi dvedifecbe . . . dvaraverat, or in the 
doubtful adjunct kara 68 tudc dogatera— the apostle by way of explanation 
adds the following warning: uy yép tu budv macyétw d¢ dovedc, K.7.A.]. The 
particle ydp does not here assign a reason, it gives an explanation: “that is 
to say,”” “that is, let none of you suffer as a murderer;” o¢ goveve, i.e., 
because he is a murderer. The two special conceptions, govede and xAénrye, 
are followed by the more general kaxorowc, in order that every other kind of 
crime may be therein included. These three conceptions belong very closely 
to each other, for which reason dc is not repeated. On the other hand, the 
fourth conception, dAAorpuericxoroc, is, by the prefixed dc, distinguished from 
the others as entirely independent. Etymologically, this word denotes one 
who assumes to himself an oversight of other people’s affairs with which he 
has nothing to do. The consciousness of a higher dignity could easily 
betray the Christian into such a presumption, which must make him all the 
more odious to strangers. Oecumenius takes the word as equivalent to 6 ra 
aiAdrpia meptepyalouevoc; Calvin, Beza, etc., to alient cupidus, appetens; Pott, 
to “a disturber of the public peace.” But all these interpretations are not 
in harmony with the etymology of the word. 

Ver. 16, Antithesis to the foregoing. —e de d¢ Xprotiavoc (se. tle naoxel) 
un aioxvvéctw |. The name Xproriavdc, besides here, is to be found only in 
Acts xi. 26, where its origin is mentioned (cf. Meyer, in loc.), and Acts 
xxvi. 28. — dc Xp., i.e., because of his being a Christian, synonymous with 
év dvouatt Xpiorod, ver. 14. Calvin: non tam nomen quam causam respicit. — 
un aicxvvécdw: “let him not consider it a disgrace ;” cf. Rom. i. 16; 2 Tim. i. 
8, 12. — dokatérw d2 rdv Ocdv; cf. Acts v. 41.2— év 76 dvouatt TobTw goes back to 
maoxew wc Xpiotiavoc; De Wette regards it as synonymous with the reading: 
év TO pépet tovTw, 2 Cor. iii. 10, ix. 3: “in this matter,” “in this respect; ” 4 
évoua can, however, be retained in its strict sense (Wiesinger), in which case 
it will mean the name Xjuoriavéc; év will then designate this name as the 
reason of the dogatev (see Winer, p. 362 [E. T., 887]). Hofmann, who gives 


1 Although Hofmann appeals for this sig- 
nification to chap. iv. 6, still, in interpreting 
that passage, he himself takes card in a sense 
other than it is supposed to have here. — Pott 
uses the circumlocution kara thy yvounv avTav 
for kara avtovs, whilst he explains cata Se 
vuas by ‘quod autem ad vos attinet,” i.e., 
“vestra autem agendi ratione,” although xara 
must have the same meaning in both clauses. 

2 Calvin: ‘‘ Particula causalis hic super- 
vacua non est, quum velit Ap. causam reddere, 
cur tantum ad societatem passionum Christi 


hortatus sit fideles et simul per occasionem eos 
monere, ut juste et innoxie vivant, ne justas 
sibi poenas arcessant propria culpa.” — Eras- 
mus rightly remarks: ‘non enim cruciatus 
martyrem facit, sed causa.”’ 

8 Bengel, Poterat Petr., antitheti vi., dicere: 
honori sibi ducat, sed honorem Deo resig- 
nandum esse docet. 

4 Schott interprets peépos artificially, as 
“that piece of life apportioned to Christians 
which consists in suffering.” 
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the preference to the reading év 16 pépe robr@, “in this respect,” refers the 
word to what follows, thus attributing to dogaéérw an application different 
from that of py aicyvvéo0. When, then, he states that the cause for praise 
arises from this circumstance, that the Christian’s sufferings are appointed 
by God, he is introducing a thought in no way alluded to, and still less ex- 
pressed, by the apostle. 

Ver. 17. The apostle’s exhortation, py aicyvvéodw, dogaléro 6é, is based on 
a reference to the judgment which threatens the unbelieving. The connec- 
tion of thought is the same here as in vv. 4 and 5.—Calvin, differently: 
Nam haec necessitas totam Dei ecclesiam manet, ut — Dei manu castigetur: tanto 
igitur aequiori animo ferendae sunt pro Christo persequutiones. But in this, as 
in the following verse, the chief stress is laid not so much on the first as on 
the second half. It is purely arbitrary for Pott to assert that ér is super- 
fluous. — éri 6 xaipde tod dpEacvae 75 kpiua]. Luther’s translation, “it is time,” 
is inexact. The article before «apd must not be overlooked; thus, “for it 
is the time of the beginning of the judgment, that is, in which the judgment ts be- 
ginning ;” éort is to be supplied; the genitive is directly dependent on 6 kazpo¢ 
(cf. Luke i, 57), and not “on «apd taken out of the subject, 6 kapdg” (Hof- 
mann). By «pia is to be understood the definite judgment (76), that is, the 
final judgment, which Peter, however, here thinks of, not in its last decisive 
act, but in its gradual development. It begins with the Christians (Matt. 
xxiv. 9 ff.) in the refining fire of affliction, ver. 12, and is completed in the 
sentence of condemnation pronounced on the unbelieving world at the ad- 
vent of Christ. In opposition to the apostle’s manner of expressing himself, 
Hofmann maintains that reference is here made oniy to the judgment of the 
unbelieving world, the beginning of which Peter recognized in the fact that 
God permitted it to persecute the Christians, to do unto them that which 
makes itself ripe for judgment (!). — dz rod oixov tod Ocod]. and is here preg- 
nant: the judgment takes place first in the ol. rod Oecd: thence it proceeds 
further on; with the construction dpyeoda dnd, cf. Acts i. 22, viii. 85, x. 87.1 
—oixoc tod Oeod is the church of believers; 1 Tim. iii. 15 (chap. ii. 5, olxoe 
mvevjatixoc). — ei 68 Tpdtov ad’ judv]. By these words the apostle passes over 
to the chief thought of the verse. Either 7d «piua dpyerae may be supplied, 
and xparov regarded as a pleonasm intensifying the idea dpyera; or it may 
be assumed with De Wette, that the expression arose from a mingling of 
the two thoughts, ef de dy’ fudv 7d Kpiua dpyera and ei dé mpdrov jusic Kplvous0a. 
The first is more probable; zpdrov presented itself to the apostle, because 
he wished to lay stress on the fact that the Christians had to suffer only 
the beginning of the judgment, not its close.2— ag’ qué» corresponds with the 
preceding oix, 7, Ocod. The sense is: If God does not exempt us, the mem- 
bers of His house (His family), from judgment, but permits it to take its 


1 Schott thinks that Peter really intended 2 Schott’s interpretation, that mprov should 


to write: ‘for the time is come that the judg- 
ment of the world must begin, but its begin- 
ning must be at the house of God.” But why 
then did Peter not write as he intended? 
Schott introduces an idea into the second 
clause which Peter has in no way expressed. 


be taken as a substantive (equal to “a first”), 
and that a general verb, expressive of what 
takes place, should be supplied out of ép£ac0at 
(a6 being at the same time zeugmatically 


repeated), contradicts itself by its artificial- 
ness. 
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beginning at us, how should the unbelievers be exempted ? (cf. Luke 
xxiii. 31.) — ri 1d téAoe tay, K.7.A., SC. Eorar, — Td Tédoc, Not “the reward,” but 
the final term, the end, to which the dmedoivre¢ 7 ebayy. (i.e., those who in 
hostility oppose the gospel of God) are going. Schott explains 70 réAo¢ (anti- 
thetically to mpdrov) as the final judgment itself, and the genitive rav dme- 
Gobvrwy as a concise, nearer definition (“the part of the judgment which falls 
to the lot of the unbelievers”). But as little as zpdrov means initiatory 
judgment, so little does 70 réAoc final judgment. — On the interrogative form 
of the clause, Gerhard rightly remarks: exaggeratio est in interrogatione ; cf. 
Luke xxiii. 31. The echo! in this verse of passages of the Old Testament, 
like Jer. xxv. 29, xlix. 12, Ezek. ix. 6, can the less fail to be recognized, 
that the words which follow are borrowed from the Old Testament. 

Ver. 18. Strengthening of the foregoing thought, by quotation of the 
O. T. passage, Prov. xi. 31, after the LXX., whose translation, however, is 
inexact (cf. Delitzsch, in loc.).— 6 dixawoc “is he who stands in a right rela- 
tion to God” (Schott), that is, the believer who belongs to the oix, 7. Qzod; 
6 doeBIc Kal duaprwdAdc, the unbeliever (6 amedav tO 7. O. evayy.). udduc o@leTae 18 
not, with Gerhard, to be referred to the fact that for the pious non nisi per 
multas tribulationes ingressus in regnum coeleste pateal, but that it is difficult 
(udtuc, scarcely, with great difficulty) to stand in the judgment (ver. 17), and 
to attain owrypia. — nod gaveira, “where will he appear?’ that is, he will not 
stand, but will be annihilated. The same thought as in Ps. 1. 5. 

Ver. 19. The exhortation contained in this verse is closely connected 
with vv. 17 and 18, in such a way, however, “that it brings to a close the 
whole section which treats of suffering for the sake of Christ” (Hofmann) ; 
Hornejus: clausula est qua totam exhortationem obsignat. — dore, as in Rom. 
vii. 4, and often elsewhere, with a finite verb following (Winer, p. 282 f. 
[E. T., 301]) “therefore.” — «ai docs not belong to vi réoyovrec, equivalent to 
“those also who suffer,” with reference to those who do not suffer (Wie- 
singer, Hofmann), for there is no allusion in the context to any distinction 
between those who suffer because of their Christian profession and those 
who have not so to suffer,? but it is united with gore, and applies to the 
verb, “and just for this reason” (cf. Winer, p. 408 [E. T., 488]). Incorrectly, 
Bengel: «ai concessive cum participio i. q. ei kal maoyoute. — of maoyxovrec, namely, 
the believers. — xara 13 6éAnjua Tod Ocod; that is, mpd¢ meipacuov, ver. 12. Wie- 
singer: “looking back to ver. 17, inasmuch as they as Christians are over- 
taken by the judgment God pronounces on His house.” Besser incorrectly 
takes it as referring to their subjective behavior under suffering. — ae mora 
KtiaTh mapariwécbucav, x.7.A.]. Gerhard: d¢ exprimit causam, propter quam, hi 
qui patiuntur animas suas apud Deum deponere debeant, nimirum quia est earum 
creator et fidelis custos. If d¢ be the correct reading, then from the foregoing 
tod Ocod an ait@ must be supplied, to which dc mor xriorg applies. — xriorhe 
is not possessor (Calvin), but the creator; 6 «ricac, Rom. i. 25. It is used 


1 Calvin: ‘‘ Hane sententiam ex trita et per- 2 Schott explains «at by the contrast be- 
petua Scripturae doctrina sumpsit Petrus; tween ‘the individual sufferers” and ‘the 
idque mihi probabilius est, quam quod alii church;”’ but nothing in the context alludes 
putant, certum aliquem locum notari.” to this. 


/ 
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here in its strict sense, and not with reference to the new creation (Steiger, 
Schott, conuect both together); cf. Acts iv. 24 ff.: “this prayer is an actual 
example of what is here demanded” (Weiss, p. 190). In the N. T. xrioryc 
is dm. Aey., in the O. T. it occurs frequently; Jud. ix. 12; 2 Mace. i. 24. 
moroc: Oecumenius, equivalent to, dopadye kad apevdig Kata Ta¢ émayyeAiac aod, 
kal ob« éucet nude neipaodjvat trip 6 duvayeda; cf. 1 Cor. x. 18. — With mapatlbecbat, 
ef. Acts xiv. 23, xx. 82: “to commit to the protection of any one.” — év dyabo- 
motig], dyabonoua, dm, Aey.; the adjec., chap. ii. 14. This addition shows that 
the confident surrender to God is to be joined, not with careless indolence, 
but with the active practice of good. Oecumenius erroneously paraphrases 
the word by ramewvodpooivy. 


CHAP. Vv. 827 


CHAPTER V. 


Ver. 1. A, B, several min., read ov after apeoButépove (Lachm.); K, L, P, 
ete., Copt., Thph., etc., on the other hand, tov¢ (Rec., Tisch. 7); 8 has both, 
i.e., ovv robc. This reading, accepted by Tisch. 8, is perhaps the original one; 
ovv may have been omitted, because the subsequent exhortation does not appear 
to be a conclusion from what goes before. — Ver. 2. émioxonodvtec is wahting 
only in B, &, 27, 29, Hier., etc.; it is adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. 7, and 
omitted by Tisch, 8. — After éxovoiwc, A, P, 8, several min., vss., etc., Lachm. 
and Tisch. 8 have: xatd @edv. The words are wanting in the Rec. after B, K, 
L, ete., Oec., etc.; Tisch: 7 had omitted them; they are probably a later addi- 
tion, in order to complete the idea. — undé aioypoxepdic]. Rec., after B, K, P, 8, 
ete., Vulg., Copt., Thph., Beda (Lachm., Tisch. 8);. Tisch. 7 reads, instead of 
unoé, py, after A, L, 68, al., Syr., etc., Oec.; this, however, appears to be a mere 
alteration on account of the preceding “7 and the subsequent undé. — Ver. 3. 
Following B, Buttmann has omitted the entire third verse; but as all authori- 
ties retain it, it cannot be regarded as spurious. — Ver. 5. vroraccouevol]. Rec., 
according to K, L, P, etc., Thph., Oec.; is omitted in A, B, &, 18, etc., several 
vss., etc. Lachm. and Tisch. are probably right in omitting it, as it appears to 
be a correction introduced in order to make the sense plainer, perhaps after 
Eph. v. 21. Wiesinger and Schott are against the Rec.; Reiche is in favor of it. 
— Instead of 6 Ocdc, Buttm. has, following B, adopted ©€6¢ (without article). — 
Ver. 6. év kad]. In A, and the most of the vss., émoxonj¢e follows here; 
adopted by Lachm., erroneously, however, as it is a later addition after chap. 
ii. 12.— Ver. 8. Following the most numerous and best authorities, Griesb. 
already has justly erased the 67 of the Rec. before 6 dvridixoc.— tiva Katanin]. 
Rece., after A, al., Vulg., Syr., Cyr., etc. (Tisch. 7); in its place K, L, P, 8, al., 
mult., Cop., ete., read iva xatamieitv (Lachm.: tvd; Tisch. 8: tiva); B has the 
inf. only, without twa. The commentators (as also Reiche) prefer the Rec.; it 
appears, too, to be the more natural reading; but that very fact makes it sus- 
picious. The reading of B is evidently a correction, as ttva seems to be inap- 
propriate. — Ver. 9. B, 8, have the art. 7@ before xéouw (Tisch. 8); in the Rec. 
it is omitted, after A, K, L, P, ete. (Tisch. 7).— Ver. 10. 7judc]. Rec., accord- 
ing to K, several min., Vulg., Syr., etc.; in place of it, the most important 
authorities, A, B, L, P, 8, very many min., and several vss., support duac, which 
is accepted by Lachm. and Tisch., and rightly declared to be genuine by De 
Wette, Wiesinger, Schott, Reiche. The Codd., A, K, L, P, have the name ’I7c00 
after Xpior@ (Rec., Lachm., Tisch. 7); in B, &, there is only Xpsor® (Tisch. 8). 
The Rec. runs: karaptioa: budc, orhpiga, obevwoat, Oeuehi@oat, Although these 
optatives convey an appropriate idea, still there is too little evidence for their 
genuineness; in the three last verbs, the optative occurs only in min., several 
vss., Thph., and Oec.; in the first verb it is found also in K, L, P. As, how- 
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ever, the future xaraprice, etc., occurs in almost all authorities, it is to be pre- 
ferred. Erasmus reads xataprica:, and then orepige. In similar passages of the 
N. T., the optat. is mostly used (thus, undisputedly, in Rom. xv. 13; Heb. xiii. 
21; 1 Thess. v. 23, etc.), and this explains how, in employing the future, a 
change could have been made to the optative; ef. 2 Cor. ix. 10; Phil. iv. 19. 
There is less force in the reason given for the use of the indicative, viz., that it 
is better suited to the subsequent doxology (Bengel), in opposition to which De 
Wette rightly refers to Heb. xiii. 21.—The pronoun tude is wanting in the A, 
B, 8, etc., and is omitted by Lachm. and Tisch.; its genuineness is at least 
doubtful; not less so is that of OeueAwoet, which, however, Tisch. has retained, 
following K, L, P, 8, etc., whilst it is omitted in A, B, Vulg., etc. (Lachm.). 
—Ver. 11. 7 d6éa kai does not occur in A, B, 28, Aeth., Vulg.; omitted by 
Lachm. and Tisch.; perhaps a later addition, after chap. iv. 11. —Tov aidvwy is 
erased by Tisch. 7, after B, 36, 99, Copt., Arm., but retained by Lachm. and 
Tisch. 8, who follow A, K, L, P, 8, the majority of min., several vss., etc. — 
Ver. 12. Lachm. omits the article tod before morov, appealing to B. Tisch., 
‘however, remarks on this: errabat circa B. The omission, for which certainly 
there is too little warrant, may be explained by the transcriber having construed 
tuiv with miorov. According to Tisch., however, it is not certain whether B has 
the article or not; according to Buttm., it does not occur in B. — Instead of éo77- 
«ate (Rec.), Lachm. and Tisch. 8, after A, B, 8, many min., etc., read or7te, This 
reading would seem to be favored by the fact that it is the more difficult one, 
and that the Rec. may have arisen out of Rom. v. 2; but the idea itself decides 
in favor of éoryxate, which is retained by Tisch. 7, following K, L, P, etc., 
Theoph., Oec. — The reading év 7 (instead of ef¢ 7v) in A is evidently a correc- 
tion for the sake of simplicity. — Ver. 14. Instead of Xpro7o ’Ijood (in Ree., K, 
L, P, &, al., pler., Vulg., Copt., ete., Thph., Oec.), Lachm. and Tisch. have 
adopted Xpior only (A, B, etc., Syr., Aeth., ete.). The final duqjv (Rec., in G, 
K, &, etc.) is likewise wanting in A, B, etc., and is therefore omitted by Lachm, 
and Tisch. — The subsequent addition of ’Ijcod and duqv is undoubtedly more 
easy of explanation than the subsequent omission of it. 


Ver. 1. New exhortations in the first place to the mpeo3irepo and the 
vedrepot as far as ver. 5; then to all, without distinction, vv. 5-9. — xpeo3v- 
Tépove obv rode év duly mapaxaae), npeoBitepx are the presidents of the congre- 
gations. The name is employed here probably not without reference to age 
(“the elders”) (see ver. 5), though this is disputed by Hofmann, who, how- 
ever, fails to give any reason for so doing. The article is wanting “because 
mpeo8, is considered as definite of itself” (Wiesinger), and not “because Peter 
had not a more accurate knowledge of the constitution of the churches” 
(Schott). If the reading oiv be adopted, these and the following exhorta- 
tions connect themselves, as conclusions drawn from it, with the preceding 
conception dyadoroia, for the passages 1 Thess. iv. 1 and Matt. vii. 15 do not 
prove that oiv expresses “only the continuance of the exhortation” (Hof- 
mann). The reading év duiv, without rote, is opposed by the want of the 
article before mpeoBurépovc. — 6 cvumpecBirepoc Kai, x.7.2.]. Peter adds these 
designations of himself, in order thus to give the more weight to his mapa- 
xadeiv. He calls himself ovurpec3irepoe because of his office. What the 
elders were for the individual congregations, that were the apostles for the 
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whole church, since they had the superintendence of the entire system of 
congregations.1_ By this name Peter, in humble love,? places himself on an 
equal footing with the elders proper.? It is less natural to assume, with 
Hofmann, that in thus speaking of himself Peter “would emphasize the 
share he had in responsibility for the weal and woe of the congregations.” 
By ra tod Xpiotod nadquata must not 
be understood the sufferings which the apostle had to undergo in following 
Christ, but those which Christ Himself endured; cf. chap. iv. 13. Yet 
Peter calls himself a dprec, not only because he was an eye-witness of them 
(cf. Acts x. 39),* but also because he proclaimed those sufferings which he 
himself had seen ® (cf. Acts i. 8, 22, xiii. 31). This he did, in the first place, 
by his words, but at the same time also by his sufferings (a fact which Hof- 
mann should not have denied), in which he was a kowwvd¢ tdv 10d Xp. radnudrwv 
(chap. iv. 13) (Wiesinger, Schott). What follows seems also to refer to 
this. — De Wette thinks that whilst by “ ovunpeos ,” Peter puts himself on 
an equality with the elders, he by the second designation places himself 
above them. But if this had been his intention, he would hardly have 
included both under the one article; the elders, too, were equally called 
to be udprupes tov Xp. raé., although Peter, as an eye-witness, occupied “a 
special position” (Brickner). —6 xad rie ueAdovonc . . Several 
of the older commentators incorrectly supply tov Xpuotod to doénc; ib is not 
merely the glory of Christ which 1s meant, but the 6oéa, which, at the reve- 
lation of that glory, shall be revealed in all those who are His; cf. Rom. 
vili. 18; Col. iii. 4; 1 John ili 2. — xowwvog means simply the participation 
in that glory. Although it is not equivalent to ovyxowwvo¢ (Phil. i. 7), still 
the apostle has in his soul the consciousness of being a fellow-sharer with 
those to whom he is speaking.— The particle «ai, “also,” unites the two 
ideas: wapric Tov... . d0én¢ together; because 
the apostle is the former, he will also be the latter. Yet this does not com- 
pel the adoption, with Hofmann, of the reading 6 (equal to 6’ 4, “ where- 
fore”) instead of 6, Although ydprvc, which is closely connected with 
ovurpecsuvtepoc, has no article, it does not follow that xowwvoc can have none 
either. The N. T. usage is opposed to the interpretation of 6 by &’é, 
Gal. ii. 10; cf. Meyer, in loc. ; ef. also Winer, p. 1385 (KE. T, 142). 

Ver. 2. mowdvare 70 év byiv roivvov tov Ocoi}]. The work of directing the 
church is often in the N. and O. T. represented by the figure of pasturing 
(cf. Acts xx. 28; John xxi. 16; Jer. xxiii. 1-4; Ezek. xxxiv. 2 ff.), and 
the church by that of a flock (Luke xii. 82). rod Oeod is added here very 
significantly. By it the flock is designated as belonging, not to the elders 


—kKai uaptyg Tov Tov Xpictod Tabguatur ]. 


. Kowavoc ]. 


mabnuatwv and Kotwwrvo¢ THe. . 


1 Hofmann: ‘The apostles were the over- 
seers of the universal church of Christ; each of 
them, therefore, in so far shared in the admin- 
istration of all the single congregations, inas- 
much as these were in the universal church.” 

2 Gualter: ‘‘nota humilitatem Petri qui 
minime jus primatus in se cognovit.” 

3 Bengel: ‘‘hortatio mutua inter aequales 
et collegas imprimis valet.” 


4 Aretius: ‘‘oculatus testis, qui praecipuis 
ejus acrumnis interfui,” 

5 It cannot be denied, that, in accordance 
with its almost uniform usage in the N. T., the 
word saptus possesses this secondary meaning 
(as opposed to Hofmann). 

6 Wiesinger: ‘The antithesis 6 «ai tis 
peda. amon, Soéys Kowwwros presupposes the 
Kowwvety Tois T. Xp. 700.” 
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who tend it, but to God as His peculiar property. Luther takes a too nar- 
row view of the idea of tending; he limits it to the preaching of the gospel. 
It applies rather to all and every thing that is done by the elders, for the 
welfare of the individual as well as for that of the entire congregation. 16 
év iviv must not be separated from roiuwov, as if it were equal to quantum in 
vobis est (cf. Rom. i. 15), ie., intendite omnes nervos (Calvin); it rather forms 
one idea with roipvov. The greater number of commentators understand év 
in a local sense, either in vestris regionibus (Pott), or “with you, within your 
reach” (Luther in the commentary, Hensler, De Wette, Besser, Schott,? 
etc.). Since év uiv, as a more precise local definition, stands somewhat 
significantly, and “the churches only are the place where the elders are, and 
not vice versa” (Hofmann), év duiv must, according to the analogy of xsto@a 
év tw, be interpreted “that which is committed to you” (Luther's translation, 
Bengel, Steiger), or “that which is placed under your care (hand).” év wiv 
then serves to give point to the exhortation. — émoxorodyrrec, cf. the critical 
notes. It must be observed, that émcxor. is here placed in conjunction with 
noyavare, AS in chap. ii. 25: mowyv and émoxoroc. This participle, with the 
adverbs belonging to it, states what should be the character of the momaivew.? 
The’ verb (which, except here, occurs only in Heb. xii. 15), equivalent to 
“to give heed,” denotes the labors of the elders in caring for the congrega- 
tion, but with the implied meaning of oversight. The still closer definition 
follows in three adjuncts, each of which consists of a negative and a positive 
member.’ — dvayxaoréc (an expression foreign to Greek usage, and occurring 
only here, which Hofmann erroneously denies) and éxovoiwe (this adverb 
occurs in the N. T., besides in this passage, only in Heb. x. 26; the adjec- 
tive in Philem 14) are opposed to each other, in such a way that the former 
characterizes the work as undertaken from outward motives only, the latter 
as from inward The same antithesis occurs in Philem. 14: xara dvdynnv 

. kata éxovo.ov (similarly the antithesis of dw» and éxév, 1 Cor. ix. 17); 
with éxovoiwc, ef. Exod xxxvi.2. The position, etc., must be regarded as 
the outwardly inciting or compelling motive.*— According to the Ree., 
exovoiug is yet further strengthened by xara Oeov (cf. chap. iv. 6; 2 Cor. vii. 
9, 10), equal to card Td HeAnua tov Oeod. —aicypoxepdac (the adverb occurs here 
only, the adjective 1 Tim iii. 8; Tit. i. 7; Tit. i. 11: aioxpod népdove yépu) ; 
“the apostle places the impure motive side by side with the unwillingness 


1 Schott’s opinion, that in év vuty this an. 
tithesis to rov @eod is expressed, ‘that the 
church, belonging to heaven, 1s yet at present 
in the bodily and visible vicinity of the elders, 
and surrounded by them,” must be rejected as 
purely arbitrary. —Gerhard’s interpretation: 
“gui vobiscum est, videlicet cum quo unum 
corpus, una ecclesia estis,” brings out an idea 
which is in no way indicated by the apostle. 

2 Tt is doubtless correct that the adverbs do 
not simply define more nearly the term émo- 
xomrovvres, in and for itself considered, but it is 
wrong to make them co-ordinate with this idea 
(as against Hofmann); closely joined with 


émtoxorovvtes, they, with this participle, are 
connected with moimavere. 

3 The thought is aptly given by Calvin: 
“Dum Pastores ad officium hortari vult, tria 
potissimum vitia notat, quae plurimum obesse 
solent, pigritiam scilicet, lucri captandi eupidi- 
tatem et licentiam dominandi; primo vitio 
opponit alacritatem aut voluntarium studium, 
secundo liberalem affectum tertio modera- 
tionem ac modestiam.” 

4 Bengel is incorrect: ‘id valet et in sus- 
cipiendo et in gerendo munere;” to the former 
there is in this case no allusion. 
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of dvayx.” (Wiesinger). — mpoSipoc (in the N. T. the adverb occurs here only; 
more frequently the adjective and substantive) as antithesis to aicypoxepdac : 
“out of love to the thing itself;’? Luther: “from the bottoin of the heart.” } 

Ver. 3. und Ge Kataxypretovtec tov KAqpwr, i.e., “not as those, who,” ete. 
With xaraxvp, cf. for meaning and expression Matt. xx. 25-28; 2 Cor. i. 24; 
it is not equal to «vpedew (Steiger), but the prefixed xara intensifies the idea 
of xupievew: “to exercise a sway, by which violence is offered to those who 
are under it.” ?— xAjpoc, properly speaking, the lot, then that which is appor- 
tioned by lot, then, generally, that which is allotted or assigned to any one, 
whether it be an office, a possession, or any thing else. Here it is the con- 
gregation (7d noiumov) that is to be understood ; not as though «2jpo¢ in itself 
meant the congregation, but the churches are thus designated, because they 
are assigned to the elders as a possession, in which to exercise their official 
duties. The plural is put, because different elders filled offices in different 
congregations (Calov, Steiger, De Wette, Wiesinger, Schott, etc.). Com- 
pare the passage in Acts xvii. 4, where it is said of those converted by Paul 
and Silas, mpocexAnpdbynoav 74 Tlavaw nad rH Side. It is incorrect to supply ros 
Oeod, as is done by Beza, etc., and to derive the expression from the O. T., 
where the congregation of Israel is termed the «Azpoc (72n3) of God, Deut. 
ix. 29, LXX. But it is equally incorrect when Hofmann applies xaraxupiet- 
ovrec, not to the mpeoBirepor, but to others, and, taking oc as instituting a com- 
parison, understands «Ajpa to signify “the estates belonging to some one 
himself,” translating accordingly: “not as those who exercise rule over 
estates belonging to themselves ” The apostle’s idea thus would be, “the 
elders are not to treat the church as an object over which they exercise right 
of possession, and do with as they please.” — How should the apostle have 
thought of bringing forward a comparison so far fetched? — and how arbi- 
trary it appears to interpret dc differently in this passage from in chap. i. 14, 
ii. 2, 5, 11, 12, 18, etc. , to allow the article ra» to take the place of the pos- 
sessive pronoun, and to attribute a meaning to «Ajo: which it often has in 
profane Greek, but never either in the O. or in the N. T.!8 dada roma yur6- 
yevor tod Totuviov]. The antithesis here is a different one from that in the 
passage quoted from Matt. The elders, as the leaders of the church, neces- 
sarily possess a kind of x«vpiorne over it; but they are not to exercise this in 
a manner opposed to the character of Christian life in the church (which 
would be a xaraxvpiciev), but by being examples to the congregations, shin- 
ing before them in every Christian virtue (1 Tim. iv. 12; Tit. ii. 7); ef. 
2 Thess. iii. 9; Phil. iii. 17. ' 

Ver. 4. Assurance of the future reward for the faithful fulfilment of 
the exhortation just given. —x«ai simply connects the result with the 


8 The opinion of Oecumenius: kAjpov rd 
iepov avoTHMa KaAEL, WoTEp Kai VOY Huets (i.e., 


1 Hofmann: ‘‘ With a joyous devotion, 
which excludes all secondary considerations, 


to the work which has to be done.”’ 

2 Thus Hofmann interprets, correctly. He 
is mistaken, however, in maintaining that cara 
here does not imply an hostile antithesis, since 
a violent rule is one by which he who is ruled 
over is injured in his rights. 


the priesthood), which many Catholic com- 
mentators have followed, requires no refuta- 


tion; and as little does that of Dodwell, 
who understands «Ajpo. to mean church 
property. 
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exhortation (cf. Winer, p. 406 [E. T., 436 f.]), and is not to be taken 
aitwohoyicig for iva. — davepudévroc Tov apyeroruévoc }. With gavep. ef. Col. ii. 4; 
1 John ii. 28; Christ is here termed dpy:moiuqy (an. Aey., chap. i. 25: 6 rompr ; 
Heb. xiii. 20: 6 xoxyv 6 ueyac) as He “to whom the elders, with the flock 
they tend, are subject” (Hofmann). — xowseio#e (cf. chap. i. 9) rév duapaytwov 
rire db&n¢ otéoavov].. The greater number of commentators consider duapavtivog 
as equal to dudpavroc in chap. i. 4; but the direct derivation of the word 
from papaivecdae is hardly to be justified. It comes rather from the 
substantive dudpavroc, and therefore means, as Beza explains: ex amaranio 
videlicet, cujus floris (inquit Plinius) summa natura in nomine est, sie appellato 
quoniam non marcescit. Accordingly the figure present to the mind of the 
apostle was an amaranthine wreath; thus also Schott.1 It is at least 
uncertain whether oré¢avoc here (as frequently in the writings of Paul) is 
thought of as a wreath of victory (thus the greater number of commentators), 
since among the Jews, also, wreaths of flowers and leaves were in use as 
tokens of honor and rejoicing (cf. Winer’s Bibl. Realwérterbuch, s.v. Kranze). 
— rie ddéne is the genitive of apposition; cf. 2 Tim. iv. 8; Jas. i. 12; Rev. 
ii. 10: the dé&a is the unfading crown which they shall obtain. 

Ver. 5. duoiwe; ef. chap. iii. 1,7; here also duoc is not a mere particle 
of transition (Pott). The exhortation to humility expressed in this verse 
corresponds to those addressed to the elders, wherein they are admonished 
to submit themselves to the duties of their office with humility, and without 
seeking their own advantage. —vedrepor broraynte mpeaButépoc]. Who are 
these vedrepor ? Certainly not the whole of the members of the congregation 
(in contrast to the elders), as Beda, Estius, Pott, Wiesinger, etc., assume, 
but neither the younger members generally, nor such of them as were 
employed in many ministrations suitable neither for the elders nor the 
deacons. The first assumption (Luther, Calvin, Aretius, Gerhard, etc.) is 
opposed by the circumstance that zpeoBurépoe here seems to have the same 
official signification as above in ver. 1 ff. If this be so, then it is plainly 
inconsistent to take the expression vedrepo as specifying only a particular 
time of life. The second (Weiss, p. 344 ff., Schott, Briickner), founded 
chiefly on Acts v. 6, 10, is contradicted by the fact that there is no historical 
testimony for the existence of an office such as it takes for granted. If 
vedtepot indicate only a particular time of life, then the like may be said of 
the accompanying mpeoBurépoc. The difficulty which arises from the same 
name being employed first as an official title, and then to denote a particular 
age, is solved, in a measure at least, by supposing, that, since the werd 
contained both references, the apostle might, as he proceeded in his 
exhortation, lose sight of the one in the other.2. The special exhortation 
is followed by the general: mdvreg d& dAAAAc]. If troraccdueve is to be 


1 Perhaps, however, Hofmann may be right office, but vedrepor a time of life (De Wette), 
when he supposes that auapavtwos stands in is opposed by the circumstance that ‘it re- 
the same relation to audpavtos as dAnO.vds to mains incomprehensible why the exhortation, 
aAnO7s and vyrecvos te byins, and that accord- which is surely meant to apply to the whole 
ingly the word should be written ayapavtivés. church, should be addressed to the younger 

2 The view that mpeoBurépors indicates an members only ” (Hofmann). 
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erased after d2#A01c, the words may then be taken either with what precedes 
(Lach., Gr. Ausg., Buttmann, Hofmann) or with what follows. In the first. 
case, there is something fragmentary in the structure of the clause, while 
the second, adopted by almost all commentators (formerly also in this 
commentary), is opposed by the dative darfaoic, which is too easily passed 
over with the remark that it is the dative of reference, equivalent to “for 
each other,” or “with reference to each other.” All the passages which 
Winer (p. 202 [E. T., 215]) brings forward to prove that the dative is used 
of every thing with reference to which any thing takes place are of a differ- 
ent nature. ayrec denotes the whole of the members of the church, without 
distinction. — ry rarewogpooivyy éyxou8ésach_]. In interpreting the word 
éykou3ocacbe, commentators have not unfrequently, but erroneously, started 
from the meaning of the substantive éyxéu@wua,! understanding (certainly 
without justification) it to signify “a beautiful dress,” and rendering: 
“adorn yourselves with humility ;” thus Calvin, etc.; or else, whilst 
correctly explaining the word,as the apron worn by slaves, they find in 
the verb itself the reference to humility in behavior; thus Grotius, 
Hornejus, Steiger, De Wette, etc.2— Rather, however, must that sense 
of the verb be retained which is to be had by deriving it from xéu3oc, “a 
band;” to tie on, or fasten any thing by means of a xoudor, ie., “a band.” 
Since, now, it is used for the most part of the fastening of a garment, it lies 
to hand to take the expression here as having the same sense with évdveodac 
(cf. Col. iii. 12), yet so that the idea of making fast is more strongly brought 
out in the former than in the latter: “ to clothe one’s self firmly, wrap one’s self 
round with rarewogp.;” Bengel: induite vos et involvite, ut amictus humilitatis 
nulla vi vobis detrahi possit (thus also Wiesinger, Schott). Other interpreters 
hold by the one or the other meaning only, i.e., either by that of clothing 
(Oecumenius: éveAgoaade xa? mept3aadreabe), or that of making fast (Luther: 
“hold fast by humility ;” Erasmus: humilitatem vobis fixam habete). Similar 
exhortations to humility towards one another: Eph. iv. 2; Phil. ii. 3; 
Rom. xii. 16. The exhortation is strengthened by the quotation of the Old- 
Testament passage, Prov. iii. 34, after the LXX., where, however, xipio¢ 
stands instead of 6 @cdc. The same quotation is to be found in Jas. iv. 6, 
where, as here, there is first of all the injunction to submit to God, and then 
that to resist the devil; cf. also Luke i. 51. 

Ver. 6. Conclusion drawn from the Old-Testament passage, ramecviunre 
oby bm, «.7.A, ], see Jas. iv. 6; not “become humble,” as Wiesinger interprets, 
on account of the passive (for if the meaning must be passive, in accordance 
with the form, it ought to be, “be made humble’’), but, in a middle sense, 


1 Steph., s. v. éyxouBdw: illigo, involvo; from that of the substantive). He says. that 


Hesych : enim \¢yxou.Bwleis exponit SePecs et 
éyxexouBwrar affert pro éveiAntar.—’EyKdue 
Bwwa vestimenti genus est; scribit enim Poll. 
4,119, 7H S¢ THY SovdAwy eEwmid. mpogKeiaOar 
kal imaridudy te Aevady, quod éyKduBwma Be 
émiBAnwo nominari. 

2 Hofmann holds by this reference (although 
he does not derive the meaning of the verb 


the verb of itself has that sense, since he who 
prepared himself for the duties of a servant 
girded himself with a garment fastened by 
means of a band. This conclusion would be 
established if éycouBodv were used only of the 
putting on of a slave’s apron, which, however, 
is not the case, 
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“humble yourselves.” Ver. 7 shows that this self-humbling here refers to the 
lowly and submissive bearing of afilictions (otherwise in Luke xiv. 11).— 
thy kparadv yeipa]. Old-Testament expression denoting the power of God 
which rules and judges all; cf. Deut. iii. 24, LXX.; it does not refer here 
to the laying-on of afflictions only (De Wette), but to the being exalted 
out of them (so, too, Briickner); cf. Luke i. 51: émoinoe xparoc év Bpaxtove 
abrov* dueoKopmicev trepngavovc . . . Kal tpwoe tamewodc. The purpose of this 
subordination, iva bude boon, is the glory which follows upon the sufferings ; 
iva is not put éxBaricac (Pott), but redumdc. — év xaipo). Matt. xxiv. 45: 
“tempore statuto ;” Erasmus: ut vos extollat, cum erit opportunum, cum 
judicabit id vobis eapedire vel in hoc saeculo, vel in die judicii ; this last is 
here the principal point of view. 

Ver. 7 is closely connected with ver. 6; hence the participle. The idea 
and expression are taken from Ps. lv. 22, LXX. (énifpupov ént kiptov tiv 
pépyuvav cov Kat abtoc oe dtabpéper), although somewhat altered ; mdcav ryv 
pépyvav tuav:) “your whole care;” the singular unites all individual cares 
together into one uniform whole. Hofmann, without reason, assumes, that, 
in this passage, uépuva does not mean care itself, but the object which causes 
care. The context shows that the care specially meant here is that which is 
occasioned by the sufferings; cf. Matt. vi. 25; Phil. iv. 6. —ér aird, «.1.4.], 
“for He careth for you;” the same construction of the verb with mepi occurs 
frequently in the O.T.,e.g., John x. 13; én’ abrov, 67 aire, “ are intentionally 
brought together” (Wiesinger). 

Ver. 8. vaware (chap. iv. 7), ypnyopjoare, cf. 1 Thess. v. 6; placed in jux- 
taposition by asyndeton “in nervous conciseness, in virtue of which é7, too, 
is omitted before 6 dvziWmoc” (Wiesinger). Temperance and watchfulness 
are specially necessary, in order to remain faithful amid all the temptations 
of suffering. The reason is given in what follows. — 6 dvrid:xoc dudv diaBoroc]. 
Hensler’s explanation: “slandering opponents,” requires no refutation. — 
duBoro¢ is a substantive, in explanatory apposition to 6 ayrid, iuov, which 
latter is used, in this ‘passage only, to designate the devil (corresponding to 
the Hebrew |0¥, which, however, the LXX. always translate by d:aBodoc). 
The word denotes strictly an opponent in a court of justice; but it occurs also 
in a general sense as “adversary.” Schott would retain the original appli- 
cation, after Zech. iii. 1 ff., Rev. xii. 10, in that “the devil will, as it were, 
compel God to declare in condemnatory judgment that the Christians have 
forfeited salvation;” but there is no allusion to the divine judgment here, 
the xaramivew is rather indicated as the aim of the devil. — d¢ Aéwv dpvduevoc}.? 
Gpbecba peculiariter dicitur ént Aud KAadvtwv AdKwy, }) AedvTwv, ) Kvvev (Hesych.), 
ef. Ps. civ. 21.—-mepumaret (Job i. 7, ii. 2) Gyrav tiva katanin], mepiratety and 
Grav belong strictly to each other, so that the comparison with the lion 
applies to both (Steiger). The efforts of the devil are directed against 
Christians, who, as such, do not belong to him; as long as they remain 


1 Gerhard: “épiuva significat curam * Augustin (Sermo 46, De Divers., c. ii.) : 
sollicitam et dubiam, quae mentem in ‘Christus leo propter fortitudinem, diabolus | 
partes divisas velut dividit, a wepigey tov  propter feritatem; ille leo ad vincendum, iste 
vor.” leo ad nocendum,” 
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faithful to their Christian calling, he’can do them no harm (1 John v. 18), 
therefore he is on the lookout whom (according to the reading: tiva katariy) 
he may devour, or if he may devour any one (according to the reading: rua 
katanteiv), by alluring to unfaithfulness.! — xararmivew, “devour,” denotes con- 
plete destruction. Chrysostom (Homil. 22, Ad Popul. Antioch.): circuit 
quaerens, non quem mordeat vel frangat, sed quem devoret. 

Ver. 9. ¢) dvriornte orepeot 79 miore, cf. Jas. iv. 7; Eph. vi. 11 ff. 79 miores 
does not belong to dvriornte (Bengel), but to orepeoi; not as the dat. instrum. 
(Beza, Hensler), but as the dative of nearer definition: “firm in the faith; ” 
ef. Acts xvi. 5; Col. ii. 7; cf. Winer, p. 202 (E. T., 215). It is only a firm 
faith that can resist the devil. — eidorec ra abta tov mabnuatov .. . émuteneiobac]. 
Almost all interpreters assume that the construction here is that of the accus. 
c.inf. Hofmann, nevertheless, denies this, remarking that in the N. T. eidorec 
(in the sense of “knowing ”) never takes the accus. c. inf., but always the 
particle 67, and that when ¢idére¢ is followed by the accus. c. inf., it signifies 
“to understand how to do a thing.” ? If this be correct, émreAeiofa: must 
have an ‘active meaning, 7a atta tov mad, be the accusative after it, and the 
dative r7 . . . adeA@ornt be dependent on ra aita. Explaining émreretopa on 
the analogy of the phrase ra tod ynpwe émredeiobac (Xen., Mem., iv. 8, 8), and 
seeing in ra av7a the idea of measure expressed, Hofmann translates, “ know- 
ing how to pay for your Christianity the same tribute of affliction as your 
brethren in the world.” This explanation cannot be accepted without hesi- 
tation. For, on the one hand, from the fact that in other parts of the N. T. 
eidotec does not take the accus. ec. inf., it cannot be concluded that here it 
does not do so either, the more especially that the construction of the accus. 
c. inf. occurs comparatively rarely in the N. T.; and, on the other hand, 
the phrase, 7a . . . trav mad. dmored., is not analogous with the expression, 7a 
tod yijowc émuted., Since in the former there is no conception corresponding to rod 
ynpwc. Hofmann inserts, indeed, as such, the idea of the Christian calling; 
but it is purely imported, and nowhere hinted at in the text. Accordingly, 
émtreheiopar — grammatically considered —can have a passive signification ; 
not, indeed, equivalent to “are completed” (Thue. vii. 2; Phil. i. 6, and 
other passages), for this idea would not be suitable here, but rather, “are 
being accomplished.? ‘This idea is, in truth, not very appropriate either; it 
seems to be more fitting to take the verb in a middle sense, as equivalent 
to “are accomplishing themselves;” and to translate, “knowing (or, better, 
rather: considering) that the same sufferings are accomplishing themselves 
in the brethren.” This rendering is to be preferred to all others. The 
Vulg. translates émred. by fieri; Luther, by “befall.” both are too inexact 
renderings of the sense.* In the explanation above given, ra aira is used as 
a substantive, as frequently happens with the neuter of adjectives (Winer, 


1 Hofmann irrelevantly remarks, that 8 Thus Herod., i. 51, in connection with 7a 
Snteiv, followed by an interrogative, means, to émtacaépmeva; Thuc. i, 1388: émeteAéoor & 


consider a thing; the word above is evidently | wtmécxerTo. 
stronger than that. 4 The translation of Wichelhaus, “to be 


2 Of. the passages quoted by Hofmann: laid upon,” is entirely unjustifiable. 
Matt. vii. 11; Luke xi. 18, xii. 36; Jas. iv. 175 
Phil, iv. 12; 1 Tims iii. 5; 2 Pet. ii. 9. 
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p. 2201 [E. T., 234]), and is put here to emphasize the sameness of the 
sufferings (thus De Wette, Wiesinger); 79 . . . ddeAgdrnt is to be taken as 
the more remote object; on no condition can the dative be understood 
as equivalent to imo in passives. With the idea ddedgérnr, cf. chap. ii. 17. — 
The addition, év «dou, alludes to the reason of the afflictions (Steiger). 
Wiesinger justly remarks: “in the world, the dominion of the Evil, One, 
the Christian can and dare expect nothing else.” Possibly it may contain 
at the same time a reference to the ddeAgdrnc, which the Lord has already 
taken to Himself é« rod xéoov. The thought that the brethren have to bear 
the same afflictions, serves to give strength in resisting the devil, since the 
consciousness of bearing similar afflictions in common with all Christian 
brethren encourages to patient endurance. 

Vv. 10,11. Promise of blessing, and doxology. — 6 dé Oed¢, placed by way 
of emphasis at the beginning. That which has gone before has told the 
readers what they should do; in contrast to this (dé), the apostle now says 
what God will do (Schott); with the expression: @ed¢ maonc yaprtor, cf. 2 Cor. 
1. 3: ©ed¢ raone mapaxrgoewc. God as the author of all grace; yapec conceived 
as a possession. Like the whole promise of blessing, this very designation 
of God serves to comfort and strengthen the readers in their afflictions. — 
6 Kadéoac tude, «.7.A., ef. 1 Thess. ii. 12 (2 Thess. ii. 14); that is, to partici- 
pation in His (God's) own doga. The participation is here thought of as 
future, although for believing Christians it is even now present in its begin- 
ning (2 Pet. i. 4). In this calling there is already contained the pledge of 
the promises that follow: xaraprice, «.7.A. —év Xpiord belongs to xadésac, more 
nearly defined by dude eic, etc. (De Wette, Wiesinger, Schott), not to dofav 
(Hofmann). God possesses the glory not first in Christ, as Hofmann says, , 
but He has had it from all eternity, although in Christ it is first revealed. 
Gerhard interprets incorrectly: propter meritum Christi. é is by several 
interpreters inaccurately taken as equivalent to da; but though év denote 
instrumentality, this is of a more inward nature than that expressed by dd. 
The sense is: by God having brought you into union with Christ (thus also 
De Wette, Wiesinger, Schott). The connection of év Xp, with dAcy. madévrac 
following (Glossa interl.: sicut membra in illo patientes; Nicol. de Lyra) has 
nothing to commend it. — dAiyov mafovrac]. daiyov, a8 in chap. i. 6: “a little 
while.” — masévtacg is to be joined with xadéoac, «.7.A. (Steiger, De Wette, 
Wiesinger), but in such a way that in sense it does not apply so much to 
kadéoag, as to the obtaining of the doga of God, since the aorist must not arbi- 
trarily be interpreted as a present. Hofmann rightly observes: “Peter sub- 
joins this aorist participle as if it had been preceded by ele 73 dofuteobau.” 2 
Lachmann and Tischendorf (om. tudc after xaraprice:) have connected these 
words with what follows, as also the Vulg. translates: modicum passos ipse 
perficiet (so also Wichelhaus). Many, particularly among the older com- 
mentators, even retaining the tude, have adopted this construction; Luther: 


1 Hofmann erroneously appeals to Har- as he looks from the present, in so far as it 
tung’s @r., II, p. 238, in support of the inter- already contains their completion, back on the 
pretation ‘the same measure of suffering.” present of actual reality, the sufferings appear _ 


* Schott’s explanation, that to the apostle —_as past,’’ is inappropriate. 
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“The same will make you, that suffer a little while, fully prepared,” ete. 
Opposed to this, however, is as much the fact that the xataprite does not 
take place after the afflictions only, but during them, as that the present afflic- 
tion and the future glory belong closely together; cf. ver. 1.— If, as is highly 
probable, the inde after xataprice be spurious, it must be supplied out of the 
tuac that precedes. — abréc is placed emphatically: the God . . . , who hath 
called you, He will, etc., the same God; the calling already contains the 
guaranty for the xataprivew, «.7.A, —kKataptioe, «.7.A.]. Kataptige, Luke vi. 40; 
1 Cor. i. 10; Heb. xiii. 21; Luther rightly translates: “fully prepare ;” 
Bengel: ne remaneat in vobis defectus. — ornpigev, 2 Thess. ii. 17, iii. 3, and 
other passages. Bengel: ne quid vos labefactet. — odevodv, tim. dey. Bengel: 
ut superetis vim omnem adversam. — Geuedwiv (see the critical notes); in its 
proper sense, Matt. vii. 25; Luke vi. 48; figuratively: Eph. iii. 18 (redeyeArw- 
pevoe Synonymous with épGwuévor); Col. i. 28 (synonymous with épaio).— 
The future expresses the sure expectation that, as the apostle wishes, God 
will perfect, etc., the believers. — If kataprioa: be read, this form must not be 
taken as the infinitive (Pott), but as the optative.1— The heaping-up of 
expressions connected by asyndeton is rhetorical, and arises from the natural 
impulse of an agitated heart to find full expression for its feelings. — Ver. 11. 
The same doxology as in chap. iv. 11. .It sets the seal on the hope just 


expressed. 
Vy. 12-14. Concluding remarks; first, ver. 12, as to the letter itself. — 
bia Lidovavei . . . éypawa]. There is no reason to doubt that this Silvanus is 


the well-known companion of the Apostle Paul. Whilst in the Acts he is 
named “Silas,” Paul, like Peter, calls him “Silvanus.” He was sent from 
the convention of apostles, along with Paul, Barnabas, and Judas Barsabas, 
as bearers of the epistle to Antioch. After this he accompanied Paul on his 
second missionary journey. He is not mentioned afterwards, nor is it 
known at what time he came to Peter. sd... épawa does not designate 
Silvanus either as the translator or the writer of the epistle, but simply as 
the bearer of it. 6a has here the same sense as in the subscriptions of the 
Epistles to the Romans, the Corinthians, etc.; it is synonymous with sd 
vepoc, Acts xv. 23. —“It is evident that the choice of Silas for this (media- 
tory) mission was a particularly happy one, as he had been Paul’s companion 
in former times, and had assisted him in founding the greater part of the 
churches here addressed ” (Wieseler). —ipiv rov morod adcAgod]. tyuiv can be 
joined either with the following éypapa, or with morod dé, If the latter com- 
bination be adopted (it is more simple if row be erased as spurious, but is 
also possible if rod be retained; equivalent to “who is the faithful brother 
unto you”’), the apposition indicates that an intimate relation subsisted be- 
tween Silvanus and the churches to which Peter writes. The connection 
with éypapa, however, is the more natural one, iuiv being inserted between, 
as in Gal. vi. 11. —6 mord¢ ddeAddc is the name given to Silvanus, because 
generally he had proved faithful in the performance of every service for the 
church of Christ. There is no reason why the expression should be referred 


1 Erasmus, by first reading cataptioar and subsequent words as substantives: “ perficiet 
then ornpiger, etc., understands this and the fultura confirmatione, fundatione.”” i 
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specially to his relation to the churches of Asia Minor only (as formerly in 
this commentary), or particularly to that in which he stood to Peter (Lof- 
mann). Still, it is not improbable that Peter, by this designation, alludes 
to the confidence he has, that he will also prove faithful in the service which 
is now required of him. — The following words, &¢ Aoyifoua:,; may be applied 
either to the opinion just expressed on Silvanus (Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, 
Wichelhaus), or to the subsequent oi’ dAiywv éypapa (Steiger, Hofmann). It 
is hardly possible to come to a definite conclusion. At any rate, Aoyifouc 
does not express an uncertain conjecture; cf. Rom. iii. 28, viii. 18; Heb. 
xi. 19. In the first case, by the confirmation which it contains of the opin- 
ion just uttered, it serves to strengthen the confidence of the churches in 
Silvanus; in the second, the apostle indicates that, considering the impor- 
tance of his subject and the yearning of his heart, he looks on his letter as 
a short one.! This last appears the more probable. — ov dAiyur, equal to dua 
Gpaxéwr, Heb. xiii. 22: “in few words;” cf. Thucyd., iv. 95. — éypapa refers 
to this epistle, which the apostle is on the point of closing, and not, as Eras- 
mus, Grotius, ete., altogether unwarrantably assume, to a former one which 
has been lost;? cf. Philem. 19, 21. — napaxadwv kal émmaprupdv]. Although 
by these two words the apostle indicates two distinct.subjects, still these are 
not to be separated in such a way as to be applicable to different parts of 
the epistle (De Wette, Briickner) ;? but the mapaxayoue and the émpapripnoc 
are throughout the whole letter closely bound up together. As the contents 
of the émaprupeiv are stated, but not those of the rapaxadeiv, the chief stress 
is laid on the former, the latter (mapaxajév) being placed first, in order 
thereby to give prominence to the character of the émuapripyow. Contrary 
to its common usage, De Wette interprets émuaptupav: in addition to, i.e., 
testifying in addition to the exhortation. émaprupeiv simply means: to bear 
witness to any thing (opp. dvrmaprupeiv, see Pape and Cremer, s. v.; in the 
N. T. dz. Aey.; émyuapripectar occurs in the LXX. and in the Apocr., but not 
éxtuaprupeiv) ; Bengel is therefore wrong in interpreting: destimonium jam per 
Paulum et Silam audierant pridem: Petrus INSUPER TESTATUR;} 80, too, is 
Hofmann in saying that in émaprupeity it is presupposed that the readers 
themselves already know and believe what Peter testifies. — raéryv eivar dandy) 
xupw tod Ocod]. Contents of the émwapripyorc: “that this is the true grace of 


1 Hofmann’s opinion is purely arbitrary, 
‘that since the individual churches: received 
the epistle, intended as it was for so wide a 
circle, only in a transcription of a transcrip- 
tion, and had again to send it on, a modest re- 


2Tn this interpretation, ws Aoyigoua is 
applied to the writing of the former epistle. 
Erasmus: ‘per Silvanum. . . qui non dubito, 
quin epistolam bona fide reddiderit.” Simi- 
larly, Pott: ‘‘antehac et, si recte memini (‘if 


mark, that he had not made his letter too long 
in order to venture to ask them to take this 
trouble, was not inappropriate.” Nothing 
alludes to the taking of any such trouble. — 
Fronmiiller’s view is also incorrect. He thinks 
that ws Aoy:¢. should be taken with Sia Scdov. 
éyp., in the sense of, “I count upon your 
receiving this epistle by Silyanus,” — for 
there is no question here of the receiving 
of it. 


I remember aright! ’) per Silv. epistolam vobis 
scripsi.”” Differently, Wetstein: ‘ Scripsi, ut 
ipse sentio et apud me, omnibus rite perpensis, 
statuo, ita etiam alios hortor, ut idem mecum 
profiteantur* doctrinam Christi esse veram.”’ 

8 «The first statement of the contents of 
the epistle applies to chap, i. 13-v. 9; the sec- 
ond, to i. 3-12; and one or two passages in the 
hortatory portion, as i, 18-20, 25, ii. 9 f., iii. 18, 
iv. 12 f.” 
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God ;”1 rattnv does not refer to that of which the apostle has written, but 
its more precise definition follows in the subsequent relative clause. Peter 
accordingly sets forth, in conclusion, that his epistle testifies to the readers 
that that grace in which they already stood is the true grace, from which, 
therefore, they should not depart (cf. with this, chap. i. 12, 25, ii. 10, 25). 
No doubt this was the yapi¢ which had been brought to them by means of 
the preaching of Paul, but it does not follow that the purpose of Peter’s 
éniuaptopnow was to set, for the readers, the seal on that preaching. It is not 
the preaching which is here in question, but the yapic in which the readers 
stood, quite apart from the person through whose instrumentality it was 
brought to them. Had Peter intended to bear a testimony to Paul, he would 
surely have done so in clear terms; nor does any thing in the epistle allude 
to an uncertainty on the part of the readers as to whether Paul had preached 
the true gospel to them. yépic is not doctrina evangelii (Gerhard); but neither 
is it “the state of grace” (De Wette), for with this the adjunct rot Ocod would 
not harmonize. But it denotes the objective divine grace, into the sphere of 
which the readers have entered by means of faith; cf. Rom. v. 2. —dano7 
stands here as the leading conception, not with any polemical reference to 
an erroneous doctrine (for there is no trace of any such polemic in the 
epistle), but is intended by the apostle to mark in itself the truth and reality 
of this ydpc, in order that the readers may not be induced by the persecu- 
tions to abandon it.—ei¢ jw éorgxare: for this construction, cf. Winer, p. 
386 f. (E. T., 414 f.). If the reading orfre be adopted, this adjunct expresses 
the exhortation to continue in that grace. Here, however, the nearer defi- 
nition necessary to rairqv is wanting; for as the émpapripnow is not some- 
thing added on to the epistle (épawa), radtnv yapw cannot be the grace of 
which I have written to you. 

Ver. 13. Salutation. —The notion that 7... ovvexAexrm denotes the 
apostle’s wife (Bengel, Mayerhoff, Jachmann, etc.) finds no support from 
1 Cor. ix. 5; it is contradicted by the év BaSvadw? inserted between. By 
far the greater number of commentators rightly consider it to mean: “the 
church in Babylon” (x has the word éx«Anoia after BaBuaév; Occ. and Vulg., 
ecclesia). According to Hofmann, éxxAjoia is not to be supplied to ovvexrexrh, 
“but the churches to which the apostle writes are, as such, é«Aexrai, and the 
church from which he sends greetings is, as such, a ovvexdexr#, as she from 
whom the Apostle John sends salutations is an adeAgy éxAexrm” (2 John 18). 
But in John’s Epistle, ver. 1, «vpia, and ver. 18, ddeAgy, are put along with 
éxdext; accordingly, it does not follow that ovvexdexrn, without the addi- 
tional idea éxAnota, would of itself mean a church. The ov» refers to the 
churches to which Peter sends the salutation of the former, cf. chap. i. 1.8 


1 Hofmann lays stress'on the want of the 2 According to several commentators, 


article before ydpuv, and therefore interprets: 
“that it is real grace of God, that that is in 
truth grace from God, wherein they have come 
to stand;’’ but if Peter had meant this, he 
would not have written 4764, but aAyn@as. In 
this interpretation also the rule of assimilation 
is wrongly applied. 


cuveka., though not meaning definitely Peter’s 
wife, yet refers to some other excellent woman 
of the church. Wolf even thinks it may be 
understood as a proper name. 

3 It is far-fetched when Schott says that 7 
cvveka. } év BaB, is not written here, but » év 
Ba, cvvexd., because the very fact of her be- 
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According to Eusebius (H. E., c. 15), Papias already was of opinion that 
the name Babylon is here used figuratively, and that by it Rome is to be 
understood. The same view is adopted by Clemens Alex., Hieronymus, 
Oecumenius, Beda, Luther, and by most of the Catholic interpreters ;} in 
more recent times, by Thiersch, Ewald, Hofmann, Wiesinger, Schott, etc. 
The principal reasons brought forward in support of this view are— 
(1) The tradition of the primitive Church, which speaks of the apostle’s 
stay in Rome, but makes no mention of his having lived in Babylon; (2) 
The designation of Rome as Babylon in Revelation, chap. xiv. 8, xviii. 
2,10; (8) The banishment of the Jews from Babylon in the time of the 
Emperor Claudius, according to Joseph., Ant., i. 18, c. 12. But these 
reasons are not conclusive, for— (1) The tradition has preserved altogether 
very imperfect and uncertain notices of the apostles; (2) In Revelation 
this designation is very naturally explained from the reference to O.-T. 
prophecy; (3) The account of Josephus does not lead us to understand 
that all the Jews were banished from Babylon and its vicinity (see 
Mayerhoff, p. 128 ff., and Wieseler, p. 557 f.).2 Although De Wette’s 
rejoinder, that “the allegorical designation is unnatural in a letter, espe- 
cially in the salutation,” may be going too far, still it is improbable that 
Peter, in simply conveying a greeting, would have made use of an allegorical 
name of a place, without ever hinting that the designation was not to be 
taken literally. This could admit of explanation only if, at the time the 
epistle was written, it had been customary among the Christians to speak 
of Rome as Babylon; and that it was so, we have no evidence. Accordingly, 
Erasmus, Calvin, Gerhard, Neander, De Wette-Briickner, Wieseler, Weiss, 
Bleek, Reuss, Fronmiiller, etc., have justly declared themselves opposed to 
the allegorical interpretation. The view that by Babylon is meant the 
Babylon in Egypt mentioned by Strabo, i. 17 (Pearson, Calov, Vitringa, 
Wolf), has nothing to commend it, the less so that this Babylon was simply 
a military garrison.® — kal Mapxog 6 vide wou]. The correct interpretation of 
vide wov is given already by Oecumenius: Mépxov vidy, card mvedua Karel, dA2’ ob 
xatd odpxa. It is undoubtedly the well-known companion of Paul who is 
meant. Since, according to Acts, Peter was acquainted with his mother, 
it is probable that Mark was converted to Christianity by Peter. The 
idea that Peter here speaks of a son of his own after the flesh, named 
Mark (Bengel, Hottinger, Jachmann, etc.), could receive support only if 
, ovvexdexth Were used to designate the apostle’s wife. 


ing in Babylon (i.e., Rome) makes the church 
a& auveKdckrn, i.e., the real associate of the 
churches who read the epistle; namely, in as 
far as thus reference is made to a like condi- 
tion of suffering. 

1 Lorinus remarks: *‘ Omnes quot quot lege- 
rim interpretes catholici romanam intelligunt 
ecclesiam.’”? Calvin says of this interpretation: 
‘hoc commentum Papistae libenter arripiunt, 
ut videatur Petrus romanae ecclesiae prae- 
fuisse.” 

2 Hofmann maintains that it is ‘indiscov- 


erable how Peter had come to know the two 
Pauline Epistles to the Romans and Ephe- 
sians,” if he wrote his epistle in Babylon. 
But the composition of the epistle in Rome is 
not by any means proved by so uncertain an 
assertion. 

8 It is clearly quite arbitrary when some 
scholars, like Capellus, Spanheim, and Sem- 
ler, understand Babylon here as a name for 
Jerusalem, or even for the house where the 
apostles were assembled on the day of Pente- 
cost, 
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Ver. 14. domacasbe dAAphove év giAquate dyarnc]. Paul uses a similar 
expression, Rom. xvi. 16; 1 Cor. xvi. 20; 2 Cor. xiii. 12; 1 Thess. v. 26. 
The members of the church are by turns to greet one another (not each 
other in Peter’s name) with the kiss of charity, thus testifying to their 
brotherly love for each other (see Meyer on 1 Cor. xvi. 26). Instead of 
the Pauline: éy dyiw gA., there is here: év gia. dyanne, “ with the kiss of love,” 
i.e., the kiss, which is the type and expression of Christian brotherly love. 
— The final benediction is likewise similar to those in the epistles of Paul; 
only that.in these ydpic stands in the place of «ipyvy (Eph. vi. 28, 24, both 
occur; cf. too, 3 John 15). By the addition of roic év Xp., the mavtec are 
designated according to their nature as such, who live in union with Christ, 
and to whom, therefore, the benediction here pronounced belongs. 
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THE SECOND EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE PETER. 


INTRODUCTION. 


SEC. 1.— OCCASION, CONTENTS, AND CHARACTER OF THE 
EPISTLE. 


TuE epistle on its own testimony professes to have been written by the 
Apostle Peter (chap. i. 1, 14, 16-18, iii. 1, 15), subsequent to his first epistle 
(chap. iii. 1; comp. also i. 16), and addressed to the same churches. Its 
occasion and aim are stated in chap. iii. 17,18. The author is in anxiety 
as to the false teachers who were about to appear, — he nevertheless pictures 
them as actually present, —and therefore he wishes to warn his readers 
against them, that they might not be led astray, and exhorts them to grow 
in grace and in the knowledge of the Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. 
The false teachers against whom the epistle is directed are the Libertines 
(chap. ii.), and the deniers of the parousia of Christ, and the destruction of 
the world connected therewith (chap. iii.).. It is commonly assumed that 
in chap. iii. the persons meant are the same as those described in chap. ii. 
But an identity of this kind is nowhere suggested; indeed, the way and the 
terms in which the éuraixra are introduced in chap. ili. seem rather to indi- 
cate that by the latter — although mention is also made of their sensual life 
(xara rac idiac abtay émiPuuiac mopevouevor) — different individuals are intended 
from those portrayed in chap. ii. (Weiss). — De Wette’s opinion, that the 
author had in his eye “vicious persons” simply, and not “false teachers,” 
is erroneous, it being abundantly evident from vv. 18, 19, that the persons 
described in chap. ii. based their actions on a definite principle; moreover, 
they are expressly termed pevdodidioxada, ver. 1. It is also equally erroneous 
to take them to be Gnostics, properly so called, or more particularly, with 
Grotius, followers of Carpocrates. Bertholdt calls them Sadducee Chris- 
tians, but this term is wanting in the necessary precision. Cf. my Intro- 
duction to Jude’s Epistle. 
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The epistle falls into two principal divisions, each consisting of two 
parts. In the first part of the first division (chap. i. 1-11), the author 
reminds the Christians of the blessings, more especially the érayyéAyara, of 
which by the power of God they had been made partakers, linking on to 
this the exhortation to give abundant proof of the virtues which are the 
fruits of faith, — those especially in which he that is wanting is like unto 
one blind, and he only who possesses can enter into the eternal kingdom of 
Christ. — In the second part (chap. i. 12-21), the author, as the Apostle 
Peter, mentions first, what had induced him to give the exhortation at this 
particular time, and then refers his readers to the certainty of Christ’s 
advent, confirmed as. it was both by the divine words which himself had 
heard at the Saviour’s transfiguration and by the prophecies of the Old 
Covenant. —In the first part of the second division (chap. ii.), the author 
portrays the immoral character of the Libertines. He begins by announ- 
cing their coming, future as yet; calls them deniers of the Lord who would 
seduce many, but would not escape punishment (vv. 1-3); then he proves 
the certainty of their punishment by the examples of the fallen angels, those 
who perished in the Flood, and the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah, not for- 
getting, however, in the last two cases to call to remembrance Noah and 
Lot, just men both, and therefrom to draw the conclusion as to the right- 
eousness of God (vv. 4-9). In vv. 10-22 follows the more minute descrip- 
tion of the sensual character of the false teachers. — The author commences 
the last part of this division by stating the design of this second epistle, and 
then goes on to mention the scoffers who would walk after their own lusts, 
and would deny the advent of the Lord (chap. iii. 1-4); this he follows up 
by a refutation of the arguments on which the denial is based, foretelling 
the coming destruction of the world by fire, and representing the apparent 
delay of the judgment as an act of divine patience (vv. 5-10); and to this 
he subjoins the exhortation to a holy walk in expectation of the new heaven 
and the new earth (vv. 11-13). — The epistle concludes with the mention 
of the Apostle Paul’s epistles, coupled with the warning against wresting 
the difficult passages contained in them. Finally, the author gives forth 
exhortations by way of caution, in which he makes apparent the i of 
the epistle; on this follows the doxology. 

The fundamental idea which runs through the whole epistle is that of 
the éniyvwou Xporod, which consists essentially in the acknowledgment of the 
divayuc kat rapovoia Of Christ. Advancement in this ériyvworc, as the ground 
and aim of the exercise of all Christian virtue, is the prominent feature of 
every exhortation. Hence the riwa énayyéAuata are designated as that by 
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which xowwvia with the divine nature is effected, and which must move the 
Christian to show all zeal in supplying the Christian virtues. The author 
is therefore at pains to prove the certain fulfilment of those promises, and 
to refute the sceptical doubts of the false teachers. 

As regards its structure, the epistle has encountered much adverse criti- 
cism from the opponents of its authenticity. Mayerhoff reproaches it, more 
especially, with a clumsy and illogical development; but it cannot fail to be 
observed that there is a clear and firm line of thought, by which all particu- 
lars are joined together and form. a well-arranged whole (cf. Bruckner, Einl., 
§ 1a; Hofmann, p. 121 ff.). The thoughts which form the commencement 
of the epistle prepare the way for the warnings against the false teachers, 
and have as their aim the concluding exhortations which point back to the 
heresy. The prominence given to the thought that ra mpdc Guy Kai eboéBerav 
are bestowed upon us (i. 3), and the exhortation to furnish the Christian 
virtues (i. 5-11), are all aimed at the false teachers, who would indulge in 
doeAyeiac, and by whom the ddédc riz¢ GAnbeiag Would be brought into disrepute 
(ii. 2); whilst the emphasis laid on the émayyéduara (i. 4), as also the refer- 
ence to the incidents of the transfiguration as a proof of the dvvawc kal 
mapovoia Of Christ (i. 16-18), point to the prophetic announcement of the 
coming of the éumaixrat who would deny the advent of the Saviour (iii. 3 ff.). 
Still, it is surprising that the whole of the second chapter may be omitted 
without the connection of thought being in any way injured thereby. For 
inasmuch as the scoffers are characterized as men who walk xara rac idiac 
abrov émivuiac, the moral exhortations introduced in i. 3,4, and to which 
iii. 12 has retrospect, may be applicable to them also; and although ii. 1 is 
closely connected with i. 19-21 by the words: éyévovro dé kal pevdonpopyrar év 
TO haw, yet uvnoOjva tov mpoeipnuévur Pnuatwov bnd Tov dy.wy mpodyTav (111. 2) can 
equally be joined with them. It may accordingly be conjectured that 
chap. ii. was afterwards added, either by the writer himself, or by some 
later hand; but, again, opposed to such a supposition is the circumstance 
that chap. ii. in no way disturbs the unity of the whole. 

Besides several echoes of the Pauline Epistles and the First Epistle of 
Peter, this letter, as is well known, presents in the second chapter, and in 
one or two passages of the first and third, a striking resemblance to the 
Epistle of Jude, which cannot possibly be considered accidental. Rather 
must one of these epistles be regarded as the original, of which the author 
of the other made use. Jn former times the prevalent view was, that the 
Second Epistle of Peter was the original (thus Luther, Wolf, Semler, Storr, 
Pott, etc.); but afterwards the opposite opinion obtained most favor (thus 
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already Herder, Hug, Eichhorn, Creduer, Neander, Mayerhoff, De Wette, 
Guericke); and in more recent times it has been supported by Reuss, Bleek, 
Arnaud, Wiesinger, Brickner, Weiss, and F. Philippi, — that is to say, not 
only by opponents of the authenticity of the Second Epistle of Peter, but by 
defenders of it also (Wiesinger, Briickner, Weiss). A different judgment, 
however, is passed by Thiersch, Dietlein, Stier, Luthardt, Schott, Steinfass, 
Fronmiiller, Hofmann. Appeal is made chiefly to this cireumstance, that at 
the time when the Epistle of Jude was composed, the false teachers were 
already present, while in Second Peter their appearance is looked upon as 
future, and is the subject of prophecy. But this, as Weiss has shown, is an 
That the 


passages Jude 17 and 18 have no reference to 2 Pet. ii. 1-3 and iii. 2, 3, is 


argument only in appearance, and is in no way capable of proof. 


plain from this, that had Jude seen in the appearance of the Libertines the 
fulfilment of the prediction contained in Second Peter, he would have styled 
them, not éunaixras, x.7.4., but rather pevdodidéonado. For in Second Peter it 
is not the Libertines described in chap. ii. that are called éunaixra, but the 
deniers of the parousia spoken of in chap. iii., whom Jude does not even 
mention. Nor is it easy to see why Jude, if in vv. 17 and 18 he really had 
in his mind the prophecy given by Peter, should not have directly said so, 
but should rather have spoken of the actual word of the actual Peter as ra 
bjyata ra mpoeipnuéva. dd TOY arooToAwy rov xypiov. In favor of the view that 
the Second Epistle of Peter is dependent on the Epistle of Jude, is the 
latter’s entirely individual manner of thought and diction, which bears 
the distinct impress of originality;! whilst in Second Peter, on the other 
hand, there is apparent the endeavor to tone down the expression by simpli- 
fication, addition, or omission. Further, the circumstance that the more 
the expression in Peter’s second epistle coincides with that of Jude, the 
more does what is otherwise peculiar to the epistle tend to disappear.? 


And, finally, the absence of any tenable reason which might have induced 


1 Herder : ‘See whata thoroughly powerful 
epistle, like a fire-wheel running back into 
itself; take now that of Peter, what introduc- 


greater intellectual originality and _ pithi- 
ness.”’ 


2 This Weiss brings very decidedly for- 


tion he makes, how he tones down, omits, con- 
firms,” ete.; ‘Jude has always the most 
precise and the strongest expression.” Even 
Schott grants, in opposition to Dietlein, “that 
the Epistle of Jude bears the impress of much 
greater literary originality on the part of the 
writer than that of Second Peter; ”? and that 
“it must be allowed to possess a by far 


ward: ‘It plainly appears, that wherever in 
the parallel passages it strikingly coincides 
with that of Jude, the expression is to be 
found nowhere else in Second Peter; but 
wherever it deviates from that of Jude, or 
becomes entirely independent, it is at once in 
surprising conformity with the form of ex-- 
pression in this or the First Epistle of Peter.” 
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Jude to collect together separate passages from a larger apostolic writing, in 
order to compose therefrom a new epistle, which, seeing that the former 
was already in existence, must have had the less significance that it omits 
from the delineation important particulars which are contained in Second 
Peter.! 


In discussing the question as to which is the original epistle, two points 
must be remembered: (1) ‘‘ That in neither have we a slavish dependence or a 
mere copy, but that the correspondence of the one with the other is carried out 
with literary freedom and license” (Weiss); and (2) The circumstance that this 
question is not identical with that as to the authenticity of the Second Epistle 
of Peter; Wiesinger, Weiss, Britckner, defend its authenticity, although they 
question its priority. — The reasons which Schott adduces for the priority of 
the Epistle of Jude are simple assertions, which a closer examination by no 
means justifies, inasmuch as they are either plainly arbitrary, or presuppose 
artificial interpretations and pure inventions. Steinfass thinks, strangely 
enough, that to accept the originality of Jude’s Epistle is somewhat hazardous 
for that composition itself, and not only for Second Peter, inasmuch as on the 
assumption he takes the repeated reference to the pseudo-Enoch to be an 
offence, many examples a redundancy, much conciseness restraint, and the 
whole arrangement pretty much confusion. Fronmiiller bases his argument for 
the priority of Second Peter specially on this, that it is inconceivable that 
Peter, the prince of the apostles, should have borrowed expressions, figures, and 
examples from one who was plainly less gifted than himself. Hofmann would 
completely settle the whole question by asserting that Peter composed his 
second epistle soon after his first; that is to say, before the destruction of 
Jerusalem, while Jude wrote after (ver. 5!) that event. But when, neverthe- 
less quite superfluously, he by way of proof goes into particulars, he, on the 
one hand, bases his arguments on many unjustifiable assertions: as, for exam- 
ple, that Peter exhorts to a holy walk, but Jude to the aggressive maintenance 
of the Christian faith, or that Jude was dealing only with some unworthy 
members of the church in the present, whilst Peter had in view teachers who 
were to arise in the future; and, on the other hand, the proofs he adduces have 
also to be supported by erroneous interpretations, and judgments purely sub- 
jective. —If now, following the course of thought in the Epistle of Jude, we 

consider the individual passages in their relation to what is similar to them in 


1 When Luthardt thinks to explain this by fact that the latter epistle treats equally at 
observing “that Jude could certainly assume length of the false teachers, and that conse- 
that his readers were acquainted with Second quently Jude might have left his entire letter 
Peter, in which enough had already been said unwritten. 
as to the rapovoia,” he entirely overlooks the 
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Second Peter, these results are obtained: In the opening of his epistle, Jude 
introduces his opponents without any bias as tiwé¢ cvdpwnot, without even hint- 
ing that they are those whose appearance Peter had before predicted. The first 
description of them by tv 10d Os0d quay xapira petariévtec eic doédyeay is 
peculiar to Jude. It is in no way probable that the expression doéAyewa is taken 
from the passage 2 Pet. ii. 2. The following deororny dpvotpevor is found in 
Peter also, but to whom it originally belongs cannot be concluded from the 
nearer definitions connected therewith. The fact that the particular features 
by which Jude characterizes his opponents are to be found in 2 Pet. ii. 1-3, 
others being here added, however, and with a less original turn of expression, 
tends to show rather that the Epistle of Jude had exercised an influence on 
that of Peter than vice versa (Wiesinger). In the one epistle as in the other, 
the examples of divine judgment follow the first and special description of the 
adversaries. Yet these are not in both the same, and in Peter’s epistle, in 
the second and third cases, there is added to the mention of the punishment of 
the ungodly a reference to the deliverance of the just, more especially of Noah 
and Lot. The order in which the examples of judgment are brought forward is, 
in Peter’s composition, chronological, and in so far eminently natural; still the 
selection of the first is striking, since in Gen. vi. 2 ff. there is no mention made 
of a punishment of the angels. Now, as there is nothing in the connection of 
thought here which could have determined Peter to bring forward this example, 
he must have been moved to do so by something external to it, that is, by the 
influence which the Epistle of Jude had upon him, The order of examples of 
judgment in Jude is of so singular a nature, that so far from showing even the 
faintest trace of a dependence on Peter, it is rather on the assumption of any 
such quite incomprehensible. How could it ever have occurred to Jude, sup- 
posing he drew from Second Peter, to place the case of the unbelieving Israel- 
ites first, and to omit that of the Flood ? Jude’s manner of presentation is based 
on a conception so entirely original, that it cannot possibly have been suggested 
to him by that in Second Peter. It is difficult to see what could have moved 
Jude to avoid the two-sided character of Peter’s examples, if it really lay before 
him: it was equally well suited to his purpose. Noticeable, also, is the latter’s 
prevailing tendency to generalization. The last two examples adduced by Jude 
have reference to a quite definite sin, the é«mopvetew Kal amépxecbat driow ocapKdc 
érépas; Peter, on the other hand, deals only with the general distinction between 
godly and ungodly; and whilst Jude characterizes the conduct of the angels as 
it lay to his hand in the tradition, or in the Book of Enoch itself, Peter con- 
tents himself with the more general duapryoavrwv, and avoids all distinct refer- 
ence to that tradition. But whence had he, then, the ceoaic G6dov, «.7.A., if he 
did not write under the influence of Jude’s epistle? After the examples of 
judgment, there follows, in both epistles, the description of the Libertines, 
according to their sensual walk, and their despising and defamation of the 
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supernatural powers. Amidst much that is similar, there are, nevertheless, 
many points of disagreement, so that, in general, it may be open to dispute in 
which epistle the more original expression prevails. This is, however, not the 
case as regards the difference between Jude 9 and 2 Pet. ii. 11, for instead of 
Jude’s concrete description according to apocryphal tradition, we have again in 
Peter, as in the mention of the angels formerly, an entirely general expression, 
which, however, must refer to something special. It has indeed been asserted 
(Schott, Hofmann) that Peter’s expression finds its explanation in Zech. iii. 1: 
but if the apostle had this verse in view, he would have made more distinct 
reference to it; nor, again, could any reason be assigned why Jude should have 
alluded, not to the fact recorded in that passage, but to one entirely apocryphal. 
This also speaks decidedly in favor of the priority of Jude’s epistle. Dietlein 
asserts with regard to Jude 10, as compared with 2 Pet. ii. 12, “‘that the 
higher degree of pure elaboration proves Jude to have been the reviser;’’ but 
this is unjustifiable, as even Steinfass admits. Wiesinger and Brickner rightly 
say, that here also, in the whole mode of expression, the priority of Jude’s 
epistle is recognizable. —In Jude the woe follows, breaking in upon the text, 
and as the basis of it, the comparison of the Libertines with Cain, Balaam, and 
Korah. To this is added a more minute description of them in a series of 
figurative expressions, coupled with Enoch’s prophecy of judgment. In the 
Epistle of Peter, subjoined to g0apyoov7at, ver. 12, is the reference to the reward 
of the dd:xia of the Libertines, and on this a description of the ddcxia itself, — 
the false teachers being then at the end classed along with Balaam. -It is only 
after this that several figurative designations follow, which are based on their 
propagandist doings. The grouping is accordingly different in each of the 
epistles; and otherwise, with much that is coincident in detail, there are many 
divergences. The train of thought is in both epistles equally suited to the 
subject-matter, only it is somewhat strange that Jude, if he had the Epistle 
of Peter before him, should ever have thought of interrupting the connection of 
ideas here existing between vv. 12 and 13 by a woe. This paragraph clearly 
shows that the dependence of the one author on the other is not to be looked 
upon as of such a nature that the later changed, and arranged with designed- 
elaboration, the writings of the earlier, but only, that in the description of the 
same object, the manner of presentation of the latter had wrought with mani- 
fold determination upon that of the former. The divergences which here occur 
are more easily explained on the assumption that the Epistle of Jude, and not 
that of Peter, was the earlier. Were it otherwise, it would certainly be diffi- 
cult to understand how Jude left unnoticed not only the characteristic o¢0aApuode 
éyovrec weotove uotxadidoc, but also the repeatedly recurring deAedovrec, and the 
references generally to the propagandist designs. With regard to this differ- 
ence, that Jude speaks of Cain, Balaam, and Korah, whilst Peter mentions 
Balaam only, it is more natural to suppose that Peter, leaving the other two 
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unnoticed, refers simply to Balaam because the latter appeared to him a par- 
ticularly fitting type of the Libertines (on account of their tAcovegia, to which 
special prominence is given, and to which the wo60d of Jude alludes ; whilst in 
the case of the others there is no such distinctive trait), than to assume that 
Jude added the two other illustrations to that of Balaam which he had before 
him in the Epistle of Peter. The priority of Jude’s epistle may be recognized 
in this also, that the somewhat striking expression so600 is, in the composition 
of Peter, supplemented by the explanatory, 6¢ pobdv ddikiag nyaxnoev. Highly 
characteristic, too, is the relation of the two clauses Jude 12a and Pet. ii. 130, 
especially in their corresponding expressions: omAddec in Jude, and onidow «ai 
uouot in Peter, and év taic dyamaic bua there, and év rai¢ draracc adtév here. In 
spite of the different expressions, the influence of the one on the other is 
unmistakable; and it is equally plain that it was not Jude who wrote under 
the influence of Peter, but Peter under that of Jude. i For, what could have 
induced Jude to substitute for the clear expression of Peter the uncommon 
omiAadec, — which, besides, has a different meaning, —and to change the much 
more general idea amutatc¢ into the special conception eyanag? Whatever may 
be thought of Weiss’ opinion, that Peter allowed himself to be guided simply 
by the sound of the words, we must certainly agree with him when he says that 
“‘Schott’s attempt to save the originality of Peter’s epistle rests on the entirely 
untenable assumption that the Petrine passage has reference to the love- 
feasts.’? — His omission of the passage from Enoch, quoted by Jude, can be 
easily enough explained, inasmuch as it was Peter’s predominating desire to 
allow what was apocryphal to recede, especially when by doing so no essential 
thought was omitted, and in chap. ii. 1, 2, distinct enough reference had been 
already made to the future judgment. But it is difficult to see what possible 
reason Jude could have had for inserting the passage from the Apocrypha in 
addition to what he found in Peter. — In what follows, each epistle goes its own 
way, and there are to be found but few traces of any influence of either on the 
other. Those few are as follows: (1) The xara ra¢ émbvulag avtav ropevouevor in 
Jude 16, 17, and Pet. iii. 8, and the éumaixra closely connected herewith. With 
regard to this last expression, it is more than improbable that Jude borrowed it 
from Peter’s epistle, it beir & on the 4 to the deniers of the parousia, whom 
Rpiste of oo tem. other hand, might easily have 
,- ad, deals attly.yvith te as very applicable to those 
‘hilst Jaythe more so that he had already spoken of 
the Libertines as pevdodid traaiox. Thus, too, is explained the addition from 
Jude’s epistle of kara rac ®, , mopevouevor, which otherwise, as applied by Peter 
to a special heresy, is somewhat surprising. (2) The term inépoyxa, Jude 16 
and Pet. ii, 18; Jude employs it without any nearer definition, but Peter in 
relation to éAevdepiav énayyéAAeobat, This, too, speaks for the priority of Jude’s 
composition; for it is not conceivable that Jude, in adopting the expression, 


Jude does not even ment 
adopted this designation 
who called the advent in 
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would have left unnoticed its nearer definition presented by Peter; whilst, on 
the other hand, the latter might easily have borrowed it from Jude’s epistle, as 
well suited to the end he had in view. —The result, then, of an unbiassed 
comparison can be no other than this, that the Second Epistle of Peter was 
composed under the influence of what Jude had written, and not vice versa. 
This has been proved by Brickner, Wiesinger, and Weiss in their investi- 
gations, which have in part been conducted with: more attention to particular 
detail. 


SEC. 2. THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE EPISTLE. 


Eusebius (H. E., ii. 23, iii. 5) rightly includes this epistle among the — 
Antilegomena, its genuineness having been called in question by many. 
Origen already expressly says (Eusebius, H. E., vi. 23): TWérpoc.. . . wiav 
émotoAny duodoyoupéevnv Katadédoinev*® Eotw & Kal devtépav, dudiBaArrera ydp. In 
spite of this verdict, Origen —only, however, in the writings which we 
possess in Latin translation — treats it as a genuine composition of the 
apostle, citing it several times; see Homil. in Josuam vii., Homil. iv. in 
Levitic., Homil. viii. in Numer., and Comment. in Ep. ad Romanos viii. 7. 
—If in his Comment. in Ev. Johannis he speak only of the First Epistle of 
Peter as catholic, saying, with reference to 1 Pet. ili. 18-20: .mept rie év 
ovdaKky mopelac wera Tvebuatoc mapa TO Ilétpw év TH KaboduKy emtoroAg, it can at most 
be concluded from this, only that he refused to apply that name to the 
second epistle, perhaps because it had not found general acceptation, but 
not that he himself had any doubts as to its genuineness. — Origen’s 
- contemporary, too, Firmilianus of Caesarea, seems to have known the 
epistle, and to have regarded it as genuine; for: when, in his Epistle to 
Cyprian (Epp. Cypr., ep. 75), he says that Peter and Paul have condemned 
the heretics in suis epistolis, this seems, as far as Peter is concerned, to be 
applicable to his second epistle only, as in the first there is no mention of any 
such persons. —It cannot be definitely asserted that Clemens Alexandrinus 
commented on this epistle in his Hypotyposes. According to Eusebius 
(A. E., vi. 14) :-év 62 raic tmorumbceot Evvédovra eineiv, maone THe EvdtabhKov ypapng 
émireTunévac menoinrat Sinynoelc un O& TAC dvTiAeyouévac mapeAdav: THY "lovda Aéyw Kal 
Tac Aoimac Emtorohacs: Thy Te BapvaBa Kal Thy Tlétpov Aeyouévnv aroxadvpiv Kal THY mpd¢ 
‘ESpaiove dé émtoroApy, x,t... Clement commented on the whole of the N. T. 
writings, the Antilegomena included, and therefore Second Peter, which 
Eusebius designates as an émoroA dvtidey. To this, however, the remark of 
Cassiodorus is opposed (De Instit. Div. Script., ¢. 8): in epistolis canonicis 
Clemens Al., i.e., in ep. Petri prima, Joannis prima et secunda et Jacobi (or 
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rather Judae) quaedam attico sermone declaravit, ete.— Cum de reliquis 
epistolis canonicis magna nos cogitatio fatigaret, subito nobis codex Didymi . 

concessus est, etc. But as Cassiodorus expressly says in the Praefatio: 
ferunt itaque scripturas divinas V. et N. Testamenti ab ipso principio usque ad 
Jinem graeco sermone declarasse Clementem Alex., it may be concluded from 
this that he did not possess a complete copy of the Hypotyposes, but one 
only in which several epistles of the N. T., and among these Second Peter, 
were wanting. Whilst Briickner says that the remark of Cassiodorus is 
no certain refutation of the statement made by Eusebius, Weiss declares 
himself convinced that the epistle was not commented on by Clement. — 
Neither in the writings of Tertullian nor of Cyprian is there to be found 
any trace of an acquaintance with the epistle, though both of them know 
and quote First Peter. — The epistle does not stand in the older Peshito, nor 
is it mentioned in the Muratorian Canon. Previous to Clemens Al. it is 
sought for in vain in the apostolic and in the older Church Fathers. As to 
whether in these writers certain echoes of the epistle are to be found which 
point to an acquaintance with it, Guericke, even, expresses himself very 
doubtfully: “The allusions, in the case of some of the apostolic Fathers, 
are not quite certain; but, on the other hand, Justin M., Irenaeus, and 
Theophilus, do really appear to have made unmistakable reference to it.” 
Thiersch (p. 862, D. A. Schr.) denies still more decidedly a reference in the 
earlier Church Fathers to this epistle. “The two thoughts only,” says 
Thiersch, “‘that one day is with the Lord as a thousand years,’ and that 
‘the end of the world will come as a conflagration,’ had at a very early 
period obtained general diffusion throughout the Church;” but he himself 
shows that these two ideas did not necessarily originate in this epistle. 
Most of the recent critics agree with Thiersch. Entirely opposed to this, 
however, is the judgment of Dietlein; he fancies he finds, not only in the 
three Fathers already mentioned, but in Polycarp, Ignatius, Clemens 
Romanus, Barnabas, and Hermes, not in some few passages merely, but 
“scattered in large numbers throughout the writings of each of them,” 
indisputable references to our epistle. In his endeavor to discoyer these, 
however, Dietlein has failed to observe that the writers of ecclesiastical 
antiquity all drew! from the same store of conceptions, expressions, and 


1 Even with regard to Philo, Dietlein says, expressions, only the use they make of these is 
‘The coincidence between Philo and the N. T. very different.””—This remark is very just; 
and primitive ecclesiastical writers is by no but why does not Dietlein apply what he says 
means always fortuitous.— Both draw abun- as to Philo to the relation between the primi- 
dantly from the same storehouse of views and _ tive Christian writers and those of the N. 'T’. ? 
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phrases, and that a correspondence must necessarily take place, without the 
dependence of any one upon another following therefrom. By far the most 
of the passages in those apostolic Fathers to which Dietlein appeals attest 
only a community of conception and expression, but not a dependence on 
Second Peter, the less so that the harmony consists almost only in accidental 
phrases and the like, and not in such ideas as are peculiarly characteristic 
of our epistle; nor has Dietlein been able to show a single sentence in 


which there is an exact verbal agreement. 


In the Epistle of Barnabas, the words, chap. xv., 7 7uépa nap’ abr (that is, 
kupiw) xidua érn, doubtless call up 2 Pet. iii. 8; but the thought to which they 
give expression is there entirely different from that here. Besides, it must be 
particularly observed —to this Thiersch calls attention—that the conception 
of the days of the Messiah as a Sabbath of a thousand years is found in the 
Mischnah, Tractat. Sanhedrin, 97b, in connection with Ps. xe. 4; as, also, that 
the authenticity of the Epistle of Barnabas is by no means so certain as Dietlein 
presupposes. — All the other passages in this epistle to which Dietlein appeals 
(especially in chaps. i. and ii., in the salutation and the conclusion of the 
epistle) show points of similarity only, which by no means prove the existence 
of definite references. —So, too, with the passages from the Epistle of Clemens 
Romanus (chap. vii. init., comp. with 2 Pet. i. 12 and iii. 9; chap. viii., comp. 
with 2 Pet. iii. 9, 16, 17; chap. ix., comp. with 2 Pet. i. 17, etc.; chap. xi. with 
2 Pet. ii. 6, '7, etc.), and from that of Polycarp (chap. iii., comp. with 2 Pet. iii. 


15, 16; chap. vi. fin., and vii. init., with 2 Pet. iii. 2, etc.).2 Had Polycarp 


Is it because the application is in no way dif- honestarum Dei aequitatum abundantiam 


ferent ? sciens esse in vobis” have a very feeble simi- 


But, according to his own account, 
larity to Ta weyroTa Huy Kat Timea emayyéApata 


dedupytar, 2 Pet. i. 4, especially as the connec- 


the material which the former drew directly 
from the latter was often applied in a very 


diverse manner; and though the difference 
here be not so great as in the above case, it is 
only natural it should be so, if the different 
circumstances be considered. 

1 When Barnabas, in the introduction to his 
epistle, thus states the purpose of it: tva mera 
THS WiaTews TéAELay ExNTE Kal THY yvaovr, this 
so entirely corresponds with the contents of 
the epistle that he certainly cannot have made 
Second Peter his guide; that he makes use of 
the verb o7ovdaGe is all the less objectiona- 
ble, that the word is a very common one. The 
enumeration of the virtues (chap. ii.) is en- 
tirely different from that which occurs in 
2 Pet. i. 5-8, and the words “ magnarum et 


tion of thought is of quite another kind. 

2 Dietlein finds specially in Clement a mass 
of references to Second Peter; but it is here 
precisely that the way in which he strains the 
most natural phrases and expressions becomes 
apparent. There is no foundation for the 
assertions that the expression év 76 adT@ écmev 
oxaupatet (which the words kat 6 avros nut 
aywv énixertat follow) had its origin, by asso- 
ciation of ideas (!), in the é’ oooy ciui év TovTH 
tT) oknvepate Of Peter; that Clement was 
stimulated by Peter to write the remarks in 
chap. vii. and xi.; that when he wished to 
account for the very special reverence in which 
Paul was held, he, in doing so, did not act 


354 THE SECOND EPISTLE OF PETER. 


really been acquainted with Second Peter, and had he wished to refer to it, it is 
impossible to understand why he does not quote even one sentence from it 
literally, as he certainly does from First Peter. — Still less than that of the 
above-mentioned Fathers is the dependence of Ignatius on Second Peter capable 
of proof, even in a single passage. —As regards Justin Martyr, the earlier 
critics have traced back the expression in the Dialog. cum Tryph., c. 89 (p. 308, 
Morelli’s edition): ovvyKayev yap 76 eipnuévov, bre hugpa Kupiov wc Xidta Etn, big TOvTO 
ovvaye, to 2 Pet. iii. 8 as their original source ; but the words here have the 
samme meaning as in the Epistle of Barnabas, and, besides, differ still more 
markedly from those of Second Peter. — Indeed, Justin himself seems to hint 
that the words are not taken from an apostolic writing, for he cites them as a 
saying not unknown to Trypho, whilst he expressly mentions the book of the 
N. T., from which a quotation immediately following is taken: kal émevra (i.e., 
‘¢and then,” ie., “and further’’) "lodvvn¢ . . . év drokadirper . . . TpoedynTEevoe. — 
Subsequently, indeed, Justin designates the false teachers as evdoduddoxado (a 
word which occurs, no doubt, in the N. T. only in Second Peter), and that, 
similarly as in 2 Pet. ii. 1, in connection with the false prophets among the 
Jews; but this need occasion no surprise, since in after times the name was not 
uncommon, and the application of it must have suggested itself at once to him 
in conversation with a Jew. — Nor in Hermas either is there any quotation, 
properly so called, from Second Peter. Still, appeal has been made to various 
expressions (in Vis. iii. 7, iv. 3) which no doubt may be traced back to that 
epistle; and yet more is this the case in Vis. vii. Whilst, however, Wiesinger 
admits the dependence on Second Peter, and Briickner is inclined to agree with 
him, Weiss remarks, that in the Greek text, now brought to light, the supposed 
references in Hermas lose every semblance of similarity. On the other hand, 
Hofmann maintains that in Sim. vi. c. 2 ff., the peculiar connection of tpv¢7 
with dararn, etc., as also the singular calculation, for how long a time pain would 
follow one day of luxurious living, can only be explained by a reference to 
Second Peter; and, further, that the vision of the seven virtues (Sim. iii. ¢. 8) 
could have had 2 Pet. i. 5-7 as a pattern. Both of these assertions are very 
questionable. —In Theophilus (Ad Autol.) it is two passages principally that 
recall.our epistle; in the one it is said of the prophets (1. IL. c. 11, ed. Wolfii, 
Hamb,, 1724): of dé rod Os0d dvOpwro. rvevuatoddpoa mveduatoc dyiov Kal mpogyrat 


yevouevor br’ abtod Tod Ocod gumvevabévres kal copiobévtec éyévovto OeodidakTor Kai botot 


without reference to 2 Pet. iii. 15! By what 


right are expressions such as braxoy, metavora, 


does 80, as also to his controversy with the 
heretics who denied the avécracts. Yet here, 


Sixavorvvy, Tamewoppoovvy, etc., stamped as 
peculiarly Petrine ? — Dietlein aitaches special 
importance, both to the fact that Polycarp 
mentions Paul, and to the manner in which he 


too, it is presupposed that similarities are due 
entirely to direct reference; and, moreover, no 
account whatever is taken of the relation in 
which Polycarp stood to Clement. 
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kat dixatot; in the other (1. II. c. 1) with reference to the Logos: 7 daragic rot 
Ge0d Tod76 eorw 4 Adyoe abrod daivor Gomep Abyvoe év oikquate ovvexouévy, The simi- 
larity of the former passage with 2 Pet. i. 21, and of the latter with 2 Pet. i. 18, 
is indisputable; but that the one had its origin in the other remains certainly 
doubtful, the points of difference being not less marked than those of agree- 
ment. The conception formed of the prophets is in both cases the same, no 
doubt, but it was also the view generally prevalent, and is found even in Philo; 
cf. the exposition of 2 Pet. i. 21; the manner of expression, too, is not a little 
different. As regards the other passages, it must be observed that there is 
agreement neither in the figure employed (év oixjuart ovvexouévw instead of év 
abxunpy Tor), nor with respect to the object spoken of. — In Irenaeus the thought 
that one day is with the Lord as a thousand years is again found, and that in 
two passages (Adv. Haeres., v. 23 and 28), but in neither of them is it hinted 
that the words are taken from an apostolic writing. If it had not its origin in 
some collection of proverbs then in circulation, it is very probable that Irenaeus 
borrowed it from Justin, since he too uses the expression: 7uépa xvpiov (not mapa 
kupiw). — Dietlein, indeed, thinks that instances of reference on Irenaeus’ part 
to Second Peter may be richly accumulated, the more the finding of them is 
made an object of study (!). But Irenaeus nowhere mentions the epistle, nor 
does he anywhere make a quotation from it, —a circumstance more surprising 
in his case than in that of Polycarp, if he really knew the epistle, and considered 
it to be an apostolic writing. Cf. Brickner, Hinl., § 4. 


The result of an unbiassed examination is, that in Ignatius there are to 
be found no references to Second Peter; in Clemens Rom., Barnabas, and 
Polycarp, none in any way probable; in Justin Martyr, Hermas, and The- 
ophilus, none certain; and, further, that Irenaeus cannot be looked upon as 
a guaranty for the existence and authority of the epistle in the Church. If, 
then, the apostolic Fathers had already made use of this composition, more 
especially in the manner in which Dietlein holds that they did, it would be 
impossible to explain not only how the doubts, spoken of by Origen, arose, 
but also the circumstance that the epistle is mentioned neither by Tertullian 
nor by Cyprian. Dietlein’s assertion, that the older Fathers of the Church, 
in making more frequent reference to the Pauline Epistles than to the 
Petrine, did, in doing so, but follow the hints which Peter himself gave in 
chap. iii. 15, 16, explains nothing: for, on the one hand, no such hint is 
contained in that passage; and, on the other, the first epistle must have 
shared the same fate as the second, which is not the case. — Thiersch, as 
already remarked, whilst admitting that it cannot be proved that any of the 
early Church Fathers made reference to Second Peter, at the same time 
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allows that none of the reasons which explain the subordinate position held 
by the Antilegomena as compared with the Homologoumena, are applicable 
to this epistle. He is therefore driven to account for the fact that this 
epistle was not included among the subjects of regular anagnosis, by saying 
that this was due to the fear lest a too-early disclosure —as made in his 
words of thunder (?) — of the evil, in its whole scope, would have had the 
effect of hastening on the outbreak of it, more especially at a time when all 
minds were being stirred to their very depths, as was the case when the 
canon of the Homologoumena was fixed. But this reason is in itself very 
improbable, for there could certainly have been no better weapon against 
the advancing evil than the word of an apostle, and especially of Peter. 
Thus, too, the reflection is cast upon Peter, that he was here wanting in true 
apostolic wisdom, inasmuch as he composed an epistle which could have no 
other than a disturbing influence. And what, then, is to be said of Jude, 
who made into a special epistle the sharpest passages, and those likely to 
exercise that influence most strongly! 

The circumstance that the epistle is not mentioned by the earliest Fathers 
of the Church remains all the more surprising, when it is considered how 
important the polemic it contains against errors of the worst kind must 
have made it appear to them. Wiesinger thinks that the exception taken 
to it by Hieronymus on linguistic grounds (see below), as well as the dog- 
matic objections raised to it, would be less likely to recommend for use an 
epistle so special in its contents. But opposed to this is—(1) That if the 
churches to whom it is addressed did receive it from Peter, they would 
hardly have compared it in the matter of style with the first epistle; (2) 
That it affords no ground for dogmatic objection; (8) That the special 
character of its contents is precisely of such a nature as to promote its use, 
rather than to be an obstacle in the way of it. Weiss justly maintains that | 
the question, how it can be explained that there are no certain traces of the 
epistle in the second century, is as yet unsolved, in that what has been urged 
in the way of solution by the defenders of the genuineness, is in a great 
measure arbitrary and insuflicient. 

After the time of Eusebius, the epistle was generally treated as canonical; 
yet Gregory of Nazianzum already says (Carm. 33, ver. 85): xuoaucav émo- 
Tohiv twee pev ExTa oaow, oi dé Tpsi¢ udvac YpHvat déxeoda; and Hieronymus (S. de 
Script. Eccl., c. 1), who himself holds the genuineness of the epistle, remarks 
that its Petrine origin is denied by most, and withal propter styli cum priore 
dissonantiam. — Although it was not in the Peschito, Ephraem Syrus made 
no doubt as to its genuineness; meantime, and notwithstanding, doubt long 
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maintained itself in the Syrian Church, as may be seen from the words of 
Cosmas Indicopleustes (Christ. Topographia, lib. vi.): mapa Sipov 6 ei ph ai 
Tpei¢ woval at Tpoyeypappévat oby ebpioxovrat, laxdBov at Wétpov Kai ’lwdvvov* ai dAAa 
yap obte Kelvtae wap’ abroic. 

In the Middle Ages all doubts were silenced, but at the time of the Refor- 
mation they immediately revived. Erasmus already said that, juxta sensum 
humanum he did not believe that the epistle was the composition of Peter ; 
and Calvin is of opinion that there are several probabiles conjecturae, from 
which it can be concluded that the epistle is the work rather of some one 
other than Peter. — The older Lutheran dogmatists are not inclined to insist 
positively on its genuineness, on the ground that the church does not possess 
the power, guod possit ex falsis scriptis facere vera, ex veris falsa, ex dubiis et 
incertis facere certa, canonica et legitima (Chemnitz, Ex. Conc. Trid., ed. 1615, 
Francof., p. 87 ff.). 
obliterate, more and more, the distinction between homologoumena and 


Although the later writers on dogmatics gradually 


antilegomena, and our epistle in ecclesiastical use is treated increasingly as 
a canonical writing, yet doubt did not wholly disappear. Indeed, since 
Semler it has grown to such an extent that Schwegler (D. Nachapost. Zeitalt., 
Bd. 1, p. 491) feels warranted in saying: “From Calvin, Grotius, Scaliger, 
and Salmasius, to Semler, Neander, Credner, and De Wette, the voices of 
all competent authorities have united in doubting and rejecting it.” — This 
is, however, saying too much, for there has never been any want of compe- 
tent authorities to defend its genuineness. Still, the general voice had cer- 
tainly become always more unfavorable to the epistle, — till in recent times 
new defenders of its authenticity appeared.1_ Many critics hold that genuine 
and spurious parts may be distinguished in the epistle; thus Berthold in his 
Einl. z. N. T., and C. Ullmann in his work, Der 2 Brief Petri kritisch 
untersucht, Heidelb., 1821. The former regards the second chapter as spu- 
rious, the latter the third also. The first of these two views is refuted by 
the fact that not the second chapter alone, but likewise several passages of 


the third, bear a similarity to Jude’s epistle ; and against that of Ullmann are 


1 As defenders of its authenticity may be 
specially named, Nitzsche (Zp. Petri, posterior 
auctori suo imprimis contra Grotium vindi- 
cata, Lips., 1785), C. C. Flatt (Genuina secun- 
dae ep. Petri origo denuo defenditur, Tub., 
1806), J. C. W. Dahl (De Authentia ep. Petri 
poster. et Judae, Rost., 1807), F. Windisch- 
mann (Vindiciae Petrinae, Ratisb., 1836), 


A. L. C. Heydenreich (Zin Wort zur Ver- 
theidigung der Aechtheit des 2 Br. Petri, 
Herborn, 1837), Guericke (who in his Beitrdge 
had expressed doubts as to the authenticity) ; 
besides these Pott, Augusti, Hug, etc.; and in 
most recent times, Thiersch, Stier, Dietlein, 
Hofmann, Luthardt, Wiesinger, Schott, Weiss, 
Steinfass; Briickner is not quite decided. 


‘ 
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the circumstances that the first chapter has by no means the character of a 
completed whole, while, as § 2 proves, there is a firm line of thought running 
through the epistle, and binding into a unity its several parts, from begin- 
ning to end. 

In discussing the question of the authenticity of our epistle, it will be 
necessary to consider its relation to First Peter. ‘If this latter be held to 
be spurious, there is of course no need of any further investigation; for, 
appealing as the second does to the first, it must share its fate. But since 
First Peter must be regarded as genuine, a comparison of it with our epistle 
is of the highest importance. 

The doubts as to the authenticity of the second epistle, which result 
froma comparison of the two writings with each other, are founded not on 
a dissonantia styli only (Hieron.), but also on a diversity (although not a 
contradiction) in the mode of conception. No doubt those who call the 
authenticity in question have not unfrequently gone too far in the produc- 
tion of alleged differences, but that such do exist cannot be denied. Of 
these the following are the most important: The prominent feature in 
both epistles is, indeed, the parousia of Christ, but the manner in which it is 
spoken of is in each different: in the first epistle, the prevailing conception 
is the éAnic; in the second, on the other hand, it is the éxiyvwou, — the former 
expression not occurring in the second epistle, nor the latter in the first. 
In the first epistle, the day of the second advent is looked upon as imminent: 
in the second, mention is indeed made of a sudden, but not of the near 
arrival of that day; rather is it expressly indicated as possible that it would 
not come till farther on in the future. In the first epistle, the chief stress is 
laid on the glorification of believers which shall accompany the return of 
Christ; in the second epistle, prominence is principally given to the catas- 
trophe which shall overtake the whole creation in connection with the 
advent, that is, to the destruction of the old world by fire, to give place to 
the new heaven and the new earth. In addition to this, the advent is in the 
first epistle designated by the word doxadvyuc, and in the second by rapovoia. 


The existence of this difference cannot, as opposed to Hofmann too, be 
called in question. Even if, as Wiesinger strongly urges, the passage iii. 14, 15, 
indicate that the parousia will be the glorification of believers, still the form 
under which this is represented as taking place is different from that of the 
first epistle. When Schott asserts that ‘‘the second epistle in no way, and 
least of all ‘expressly,’ alleges the possibility of a later realization of the parou- 
sia,” the statement loses its justification in presence of verse 8. Weiss’s 
objection, that by émiyyworr is not to be understood a “theoretical knowledge 
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perfecting the Christian life,” is out of place here, for éxiyvwowr and éAric are 
certainly different ideas; and even if Weiss be correct in saying that the expec- 
tation of the near parousia is not abandoned in the second epistle, the differ- 
ence in question would not be removed. 


Whilst in the first epistle the saving truths of the death and resurrection 
of Christ form the basis of the éAmic and of the Christian’s moral life, in the 
second epistle these are nowhere mentioned. Nor in the latter epistle is 
there any trace to be found of the ideas peculiar to the former (cf. Intro- 
duction to the epistle). And, on the other hand, the conceptions character- 
istic of this epistle, as the view expressed in chap. i. 19; further, the idea 
of the xowwvia with the divine nature secured by means of the érayyéAuara, 
and the belief that the world was framed by God, and would perish again 
by fire, — are nowhere hinted at in the first epistle. 


These remarks, too, maintain their full force against the objections taken to 
them; for the question here is not as to how these differences (not contradic- 
tions) are to be explained, on the assumption of an identity of authorship, but 
as to the fact, which cannot be called in question, that they actually do exist. 
Is it beside the question for Schott, in reply to the remark that in the second 
epistle the death and resurrection of Christ are not mentioned, to adduce a 
mass of citations from it for the purpose of showing, what is no doubt true, that 
the person of Christ is very decidedly brought forward as the guaranty of a 
completed salvation, and the efficient origin of a holy walk; and all the more 
that, in proportion as the person of Christ is insisted upon, the stranger does it 
seem that an apostle like Peter should pass over those facts in silence ? 


As regards the style and mode of expression in both epistles, it should not 
be left unnoticed that Peter’s literary character, as seen in his first epistle, 
is not, like that of Paul or John, so sharply defined and original that each 
of his productions reveals its authorship. And just as little must it be for- 
gotten, that the first epistle in many passages recalls the epistles of Paul, 
that the second is, to no inconsiderable extent, dependent on Jude, and that 
consequently the peculiar character of Peter’s style is difficult to determine, 
the more so that his writings are only of small extent.1 Still many lin- 


1 In opposition to what is said above, Schott from Eph. ii. 19; amodvydvres . . . pOopas, 
maintains not only that the Epistle of Jude is i. 4, from Rom. viii. 20 ff.; and the passage i. 
dependent on Second Peter, but also that 12 ff. from Rom. xv. 14, etc. The epistle, fur- 
Second Peter contains echoes of the Pauline ther, is supposed to show a special dependence 
Epistles. He thinks that todriuos,i.1, arose on the Pastoral Epistles, i, 3-11 being only an 
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guistic differences are to be found, which even in Hieronymus’ time 
attracted attention, and which cannot be overlooked. It is not to be denied 
that the freshness of expression of the first epistle, and its richness in com- 
binations of thought, are here wanting. Whilst in the first epistle one 
thought follows directly upon another in lively succession, the connection 
in the second epistle is not unfrequently effected by means of conjunctions 
which point back to what precedes, or by a formal resumption of what had 
previously been said; cf. chap. i. 8, 9, 10, 12, 15, iii. 7, 10, 12. And whilst, 
too, in the first epistle there is a richness and variety in the use of prepo- 
sitions expressive of manifold relationships, a conspicuous uniformity in this 
respect prevails throughout the second epistle. Many peculiarities which 
are characteristic of the diction of the first epistle (cf. Introd. to first epistle, 
§ 2), are foreign to the second. In the use also of several single expressions 
there is an established difference: xtpioc, when ‘used without more precise 
definition, is in the second epistle a designation of God, ef. chap. ii. 9 (11), 
iii. 8, 9, 10; in the first epistle,on the other hand, except in quotations from 
the O. T., it is used of Christ, cf. chap. ii. 3,18. In the first epistle the 
name Xpioréc, when not joined with ‘Ijoodc, is frequently treated as a proper 
name, cf. i. 11, 19, ii. 21, iii. 16, 18, iv. 1, 13, 14, v. 1; in the second epistle, 
on the other hand, Xporéc never occurs except in connection with ’Inooic. 
And these divergences are all the more fitted to excite surprise, if, as Hof- 
mann assumes, the second epistle was written very soon after the first. 


1. The objection raised against the last remark, that the combination of 
Xpior6¢ with ’Ijcov¢ occurs also in the first epistle (Weisinger, Schott, Briickner), 
And it 
signifies equally little that, as Hofmann shows, in the second epistle (with the 


is without force, since this is not, and never could have been, denied. 


adaptation of Tit. ii. 12-14, ete. Schott attaches proof of a special reference to any of those 


particular importance to this, that leading and 
fundamental ideas in the epistle are employed 
in the same prominent manner only here and 
in the Pastoral Epistles, as eva¢Beva, evoeBys, 
aceBys, Twp, THGev, mratve With its family, 
emtyvaois, BAaodnueiv, émayyéd\Aomar; a de- 
pendence, too, on the Epistle to the Hebrews 
he considers hardly less evident.— All these 
assertions, however, are unwarranted. As a 
matter of course, there are ideas expressed in 
Second Peter which correspond to those con- 
tained in other epistles; but this arises from 
the oneness of the Christian faith, and is no 


epistles. As regards the individual leading 
and fundamental ideas of the Pastoral Epistles 
and of Second Peter, adduced by Schott, aceBys 
(aceBera) is to be found equally in the Epistle 
to the Romans; owryp occurs in other N. T. 
writings; ow¢gew is not used in Second Peter, 
and as little is wraivw; éxiyvwors and BAacdy- 
ety are terms which are to be found often 
enough in the N. T.; émayyéAAouar in 2-Pet. 
ii..19, has not the meaning which it has in First 
Timothy; the terms evceByjs, evoéBera alone, 
are almost the only ones which are peculiar to 
these epistles. 
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exception of i. 1) "Ijc. Xpioréc also is never to be found alone, but always in 
connection with 6 kipio¢ judy, etc., since it cannot be denied that Xptotéc is used 
by itself — often in the first, but never in the second epistle. — Of still less con- 
sequence are the remarks of Hofmann as to the use of xépcoc. When Schott 
asserts that Xpord¢, with or without the article, wherever it stands in the first 
epistle, denotes the Mediator as such, but that in the second epistle there is 
nothing to lead to the mention of the Mediator, it must be remarked in reply, 
that in the second epistle Christ is designated as the Mediator distinctly enough 
by the name ourfp. 

2. Besides the differences here mentioned, Mayerhoff brings forward many 
others. In doing so, however, he has gone much too far. Thus, he lays stress 
on the fact that in the first epistle the exhortations are commenced concisely 
with the imperative; in the second, on the other hand, with a circumlocutory 
expression, e.g., i. 12, 13, 15, iii. 1, 2, 8. But in the first epistle, the latter 
manner of beginning could not occur, inasmuch as the apostle does not there 
remind his readers of what they had formerly heard from him, as he does in 
the second epistle; nor, in the second epistle, is the imperative without circum- 
locution by any means wanting. Further, Mayerhoff speaks of it as peculiar 
to the second epistle, that év is inserted with a substantive, as in chap. i. 4; yet 
the same takes place in the first epistle. Of many of the phenomena which are 
supposed to be peculiar to the first epistle, Mayerhoff himself admits that they 
are to be found also in the second, only less frequently. To the assertion that in 
the two epistles the conception of the Christian religion is not the same, it must 
be replied, that the various expressions denote the different sides of the Christian 
life. As against Mayerhoff, cf. the discussions of Schott, Brickner, Weiss. 


No doubt their diversity in thought may be traced to a difference in the 
tendency of the two epistles, nor is the diction either of the second by any 
means unjustifiable;! yet it does appear strange that, if Peter wrote this 
letter from the situation on which the second epistle is based, he should 
have done so in such a manner that it would present so many diversities 
in character from that of the first epistle. Nevertheless, there are between 
the two writings many points of coincidence which cannot be overlooked. 
In both attention is directed chiefly to the parousia of Christ, and to 
preparation for it by a holy walk. In both the readers are expressly 
shown that to be Christians, as they were, is to be in the right and true 
state of salvation, and they are exhorted at once to give proof of it by a 


1 It is only these two points, here distinctly the different characters of the two epistles, to 
expressed, which Hofmann brings forward in _ the view that both are the productions of the 


order to remove all objections, arising from same author. 
\ 
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holy behavior, and to confirm themselves in it. Both epistles, further, have 
this in common, that they are strongly dependent on the O. T. (on this see 
Schott and Weiss). In the mode of expression, also, there are to be found 
many points of coincidence. Thus it may be noted that in i. 4 the ideas 
kadeiy and dperf are connected together in a manner which, though not 
identical with 1 Pet. ii. 9, is yet similar to it; that as in 1 Pet. i. 19, the 
adjectives duwpoc and domdoc stand together, so in 2 Pet. ili. 14, domAoc and 
dudpntoc are conjoined, with which also the expression, ii. 13: omiAo: xa? woxuot, 
corresponds; that the word dmébeaic is to be found only in these two epistles. 
It is also worthy of remark that the introductions and the conclusions in 
both the epistles show an unmistakable likeness. The commencement 
points, in the case of each, to the future kingdom of God; 1 Pet. i. 4: 
ele KAnpovouiav; 2 Pet. i. 11: ei¢ tiv aidvov Baoiheiav ‘Ino. Xprorod; and as at 
the close of First Peter the purpose of the letter is stated by the rapaxaddv, 
k.7.4., V. 12, so in Second Peter the design of the composition is given by 
gvAdocecbe . . . avgavete, where the qvdAdocecbe . . . iva py éxréonte a idiov 
oTnplyuLov corresponds in a particular manner with the o7ypiga and the 


éniwaptupav, tabrny eivar dandy xaptv Tod Oeod, eig yv éorhxare, in First Peter. 


Like the opponents of the authenticity in bringing forward differences, its 
defenders have not unfrequently overstepped all bounds in the production of 
supposed points of coincidence. Of this Schott has been especially guilty. He 
goes so far as to say that even 2 Pet. i. 1 ‘‘ is an armory from which all doubts 
concerning the Petrine origin of the second epistle are repelled,” and every- 
where, wherever in thought or conception any resemblance between the two 
epistles is to be seen, he seeks to show that the second makes reference to the 
first, without in any way distinguishing what in conception is Christian and 
common from what is characteristic and peculiar; and Briickner has accordingly 
justly protested against many of the arguments advanced by Schott. But even 
Weiss often goes too far, as when, with reference to the doctrine of redemption, 
he maintains that the ideas of calling and of election in 2 Peter (i. 10) seem to 
be synonymous as in 1 Peter, whilst the fact is, that no such combination 
occurs in the latter epistle; when he compares the xowwvia Oeiacg picewc (2 Pet. i. 4) 
with the thought that the calling is the motive to become like unto him who 
calls, after 1 Pet. i. 15; when he thinks that the dea dévayic of Christ, which 
gives all that is necessary for the new life, corresponds with the divine divayec, 
which preserves unto salvation (1 Pet. i. 5); further, when he lays stress on the 
fact that in both epistles, the dccaooivy constitutes the central point of Chris- 
tian moral life, whilst elsewhere also in the New Testament the essence of such 
life is often enough expressed by dccavoobyn; when’ he considers that the falling 
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a prey to $0opa (2 Pet. i. 4, ii. 12, 19) recalls the antithesis between ¢0aprév and 
a¢Gaprov in the first epistle; when he states that in the second epistle (i. 7) the 
guAadeAgia forms the climax of the Christian virtues in harmony with 1 Pet. i. 22, 
since there it is not gAadeAdia, but dyarn which is spoken of as the climax, and 
gAadedgia is also made prominent elsewhere in the N. T. With regard to the 
doctrinal phraseology, Weiss, in the first instance, adduces a number of points 
of divergence, and then lays stress on the fact that many, and in part striking, 
points of agreement are to be found. But here, again, Weiss goes too far; the 
most of the substantives, adjectives, and verbs which he brings forward as 
significant of the agreement of the two epistles, being in current use in N. T. 
language. As regards substantives, with the exception of dpe, the term yvaotc 
(1 Pet. iii. 7 and 2 Pet. i. 5) only can be adduced as of importance, for tyw7 and 
06a occur elsewhere together; in like manner réxva, in a metaphorical sense, is 
to be found elsewhere; it is plainly incorrect to say that ddvayic in 2 Pet. ii. 11 
is used of angels as in 1 Pet. iii. 22; in the latter passage it denotes the angels 
themselves, but not so in the former. How the adjectives adduced by Weiss 
should ever have a special significance, it is not easy to see, used as they often 
enough are elsewhere, The same is the case with most of the verbs; dvaorpé- 
geoda év and abéavewv év at most can be brought forward as of importance in this 
connection. And in referring to kindred expressions, Weiss again goes too far. 
The following at most are to be noted here as worthy of attention: éoormoc in 
the second, and modirtiwo¢ in the first; dleouo¢c there, d0éuctoc here; the already 
mentioned domtAo¢ Kai dueunroc in the first, and domAoc kal duwpyoc in the second, 


but hardly dkatanavorovg duapriag and néravrae duaptiac. 


In spite of all points of accord, real and asserted, the verdict of Weiss 
comes only to this, that if these be taken into account, there will be an 
inclination to see in the divergences no hinderance to an identity of author- 
ship; that the points of agreement are more than those of divergence; and 
that the old complaint as to the complete difference of style was founded 
on very great exaggeration. Similar, though more moderate, is the judg- : 
ment of Briickner. Schott, however, expressly admits that the outward 
form of the second epistle as a whole shows, at first sight even, quite other 
features from those of the first epistle. The question as to how the 
undeniable difference in thought and expression is to be explained, has 
_ been variously answered. On the assumption of the authenticity of the 
epistle, it will not do to explain the difficulty by supposing that Peter wrote 
‘¢in advanced old age, and when at the very gate of death” (Guericke), for 
the period between the composition of the first and the second epistles can 
have been, comparatively speaking, only a brief one, at most four years — 


864 THE SECOND EPISTLE OF PETER. 


. 


a time certainly too short to account for the difference. Ilieronymus tries 
to make the dissimilarity of style intelligible by assuming that Peter made 
use of different interpreters for each of his epistles. But this hypothesis 
of the use of interpreters is without any valid reason, and, besides, is 
inadequate to the end it is meant to serve. It is certainly more correct to 
find. the ground of the diversity in the different tendencies of the two 
epistles. The purpose of the first is to lay down to the readers their true 
course of conduct in the midst of the persecutions they had to suffer; that 
of the second, on the other hand, is to protect them against the heresies of 
the Libertines which threatened them.? 


naturally lend to each of the epistles its own peculiar character. 


These different tendencies must 
Yet even 
Schott admits that this alone is insufficient for the solution of the problem. 
Schott thinks it can be solved only in this way: that Peter in his first 
epistle, “for the sake of his readers —to whom he was unknown —and in 
his own interest, of set purpose kept his individuality assiduously in the 
background, and sought with the utmost possible fidelity all through the 
epistle to write in a manner to which the Gentile Christians and the Pauline 
churches were accustomed. For this reason he elaborated his first epistle 
with special care, even as to form; but after he had entered into near 
personal relations with his readers, he had not the same occasion as in the 
first epistle to keep his own individuality out of sight.” This manner of 
answering the question under discussion, which Weiss justly calls “ hyper- 
As, then, the difficulty is not to 
be removed either by separating, with Weiss, the two epistles by an interval 


artificial,” needs certainly no refutation. 


of more than ten years,—for the assumption that the first epistle was 
written before the letters of the Apostle Paul to the churches of Asia 
Minor, is an untenable hypothesis, —it must be admitted, with Briickner 
and Weiss, on the supposition of the authenticity, that there is presented 
here a problem which has not yet been satisfactorily solved. And the 
difficulty is increased if it be considered that in the two epistles quite 
different conditions of the churches are presupposed; for, whilst in the 
first there is no trace of any dread of heretical trouble, there is wanting 


1 Hofmann thinks that the different tenden- 
cies of the two epistles are erroneously stated 
here. He holds that the first epistle contains 
‘nothing as to what are usually termed perse- 
cutions of Christians,’’ and that in the second 
epistle there is ‘no warning against teachers 
of false doctrine, to whom the readers were 


exposed, or who already had appeared in their 
midst.’ Both assertions are false. To what 
is said above must be added only, that the two 
epistles, relating as they do to different cir. 
cumstances, point to the exhortation to lead 
**an holy and godly life.” 
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in the second all reference to persecutions to which the readers were 
exposed, —a circumstance which is not to be passed over so lightly as 
Hofmann does. 


The shorter the time between the composition of the two epistles, the more 
surprising is this phenomenon; the longer, the easier is it of explanation. For 
Weiss, who assumes an interval of over ten years, there is here hardly any diffi- 
culty, more especially as he thinks that Peter, after the composition of the first 
epistle, was personally present in the churches, and in that case did not need to 
mention the persecutions which had induced him to compose his first letter. 
Briickner reserves for himself a way of escape from the difficulty caused by this 
and other surprising phenomena, by holding that as to the close of Peter’s life the 
received tradition may be wrong. Schott, on the other hand, attaches no impor- 
tance to these divergences, although in his opinion the first epistle was written 
in the year 65, and the second in the year 66. For he assumes, on the one hand, 
that when Peter wrote his second epistle the persecutions were past; and, on the 
other, that even in the first there are references to errors already present, which 
Peter, ‘‘from his tender and fine feeling of the delicate relation in which he 
stood to a Pauline church as yet in reality unknown to him,” did not wish 
expressly to censure. Both assumptions are erroneous; for the persecutions 
which were the occasion of the first epistle are there clearly characterized as 
persecutions which, after they had arisen, continued (see Introd. to Ep. 1); and 
as regards the heresies supposed to have been in existence when the first epistle 
was composed, Weiss justly remarks: ‘‘ There is nothing to be discovered in it, 
either of the connection with the heresy combated in the second epistle, which 
Brickner artificially brings out, nor of its clearly marked features, which Schott 
professes to have found.”? It is not in any way to be inferred from the First 
Epistle of Peter, as Schott asserts, “‘that it shows a greater spread and inward 
intensity of the evil combated in the Epistle to Timothy,” or that 1 Pet. iv. 2-4 
attests that “‘a comparatively large section of the readers was prepared, by a 
liberal concession to immorality in social life, to gain undisturbed security for 
themselves as professing Christians;’’ or that in iii. 18 ff., iv. 5, 6, 17, 18, it is 
hinted ‘‘that the spiritualistic explaining away of the resurrection of the flesh 
led the readers to deny also a final judicial decision connected with the return 
of Christ in the body.”? Schott, in what he here says, is moving, not on the 
ground of true exegesis, but in the region of the most arbitrary fiction. 


The less success has attended all efforts to overcome the difficulties 
which, on the assumption of the authenticity, lie in the relation of the two 
epistles to each other, the more justifiable does doubt as to the authenticity 
appear. It has, no doubt, been asserted that a falsarius would have 
. followed the first epistle so closely as to have avoided these differences; 
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but it is equally conceivable that a pseudonymous author could have 
written under the influence of Peter’s epistle indeed, yet still in his own 
peculiar style, and without being anxiously careful lest the origin of his 
composition should thus be betrayed. On this assumption the existence 
both of similarity and divergence is explained. Several considerations 
have been urged against the authenticity of the epistle : — 

1. The intention of the author to make himself known as the Apostle 
Peter. To this it may be replied, that, looked at from the situation in which 
the epistle was written, and which it presupposes (i. 13, 14), this so-called 
intention is neither unnatural, nor need it excite surprise. If Peter, 
conscious of his approaching death, felt himself impelled to write a last 
word to the churches with which he had before this become connected, 
reminding them of his former preaching, and warning them against doubts 
as to the second coming of Christ, it was certainly not out of place for him 
to mention himself, his relation to the churches, and more especially that 
event in his own life by which the glory of Christ was revealed to him in a 
manner so special. 2. The remark the author makes on the epistles of 
Paul and the other Scriptures. In itself, the fact is not strange that the 
epistle bears testimony to an acquaintance with the epistles of Paul, for 
that some of the latter were known to Peter is evident from the first 
epistle; nor do the words (chap. iii. 16) imply that the author possessed 
a formally completed collection of them. But the expression: d¢ xa? rac 
dona ypadac, is certainly striking. For although it is arbitrary to under- 
stand by it the whole of the other books of the New Testament, yet the 
expression must have reference to writings which were already in general 
use in the churches. It is at least open to question whether this could have 
been said, in Peter’s time, of writings of the New Testament. Several 
interpreters (Luthardt, Wiesinger) understand by the term the oldest 
writings; on this point see the exposition. 3. The use made of the Epistle 
of Jude. It is certainly going too far to brand this as a plagiarism 
(Reuss); nor can it be said that to make use of another’s work was in 
itself unworthy of an apostle. Still, it is surprising that an apostle should 
have incorporated in his epistle, as to the substance of it, a non-apostolic 
letter. De Wette’s accusations are, however, unjust: that in Second Peter 


1 Weiss takes a too low estimate of the use from this intentional connection, an expres- 
made of Jude’s epistle when he says: ‘*Sec- sion may involuntarily here and there have 
ond Peter intentionally seeks support in the presented itself to the author’s pen from an 
highly realistic and vivid description given by _ epistle so important, and which he had proba- 
Jude of his opponents; and that, even apart bly just read.” 
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the simple expression of Jude is partly changed by rhetorical and artificial 
circumlocution, partly disfigured and singularly superseded, and that a 
vacillating line of thought takes the place of one firm and definite. The 
circumlocutions and additions of Second Peter do not bear on them the 
character of artificialness. If alterations in the latter composition are to 
be found (cf. Jude 12, with 2 Pet. ii. 13; Jude 12, 13, with 2 Pet. ii. 17), 
these cannot be said to be distortions (or, according to Schwegler, confusion 
and misunderstanding); and if the original course of ideas be not firmly 
maintained owing to the introduction of new relations (cf. 2 Pet. ii. 5, 7-9), 
and a transposition be resorted to (cf. 2 Pet. ii. 13-17, comp. with Jude 
11-138), yet the firmness of the line of thought does not in any way suffer 
thereby. Incorrect, too, is De Wette’s assertion, that “ the heretics combated 
in Second Peter are mere nonentities, and a spurious copy of the seducers 
in Jude;” as also that of Schwegler, that they are characterized not after 
life, not from direct knowledge of them, but according to the vague repre- 
sentation of tradition. Not, however, without weight is the circumstance 
on which De Wette lays stress, that the false teachers are represented at 
one time as about to appear in the future, at another as already present. 
Wiesinger rejects the view, that while in ii. 1-3 the future seducers are 
meant, ver. 10 ff. has reference to those already present; and assumes that 
the future écovra applies only to the relation of these seducers to the readers, 
and their work among them. Weiss combats this assumption, and in oppo- 
sition to it defends that rejected by Wiesinger. If it be conceivable that 
the Libertines already present are “the beginning of the end,” and there- 
fore not yet the wevdodidaoxaro, ver. 1, still it must not fail to be observed 
that in the epistle itself no single word definitely points to any such distinc- 
tion. Even less satisfactory is it to say, with Dietlein, that the first germs 
of opposition were already in existence; or, with Luthardt and Schott, to 
hold that if the author speaks of the false teachers as already present, he 
does so only in appearance, arising from the circumstance that he passes 
from the prediction to the description of them. It may perhaps be most 
correct to assume that the author, in the first instance, quotes the prophetic 
word in and for itself simply; and that he afterwards, in the description of 
the Libertines already in existence, hints that the predictions had begun to 
be fulfilled. Briickner seems to hold a similar opinion; only he unites this 
view with that of Wiesinger, and thus deprives it of its necessary clearness. 
—If the authenticity be rejected, the difficulty seems to disappear. It would 
then lie to hand to explain the vacillation by saying, that the author thought 
to combat the heresies of his time, with better result, by rgpresenting them 
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as already predicted by Peter, and by allowing himself, in the description of 
them, to be guided by a composition in which they were treated as actually 
But it can hardly be conceived that the author should fail to 


perceive how incongruous his conduct was. — Worthy of remark, further, 


in existence. 


is the endeavor of the author to obliterate all apocryphal traces to be found 
in Jude.1 The total omission of these would have argued nothing against 
the Petrine authorship; but it is only the words of Enoch (Jude 14, 15) that 
are left out. The passage relating to the angels: rode uy typqoavtac . . . olKn- 
ripwov, is —inasmuch as the case of the angels must not be omitted —changed 
into the more general: dyyéAwy dyaprycavtwr, whilst the punishment that 
befell them is given in almost the same words. The reference to the apoc- 
ryphal narrative of the contest between the Archangel Michael and the Devil 
is likewise not wholly destroyed, but only effaced,—a more general. term 
being employed, which, however, causes the thought itself to lose its clear- 
ness and precision.? 

4. The heretical denial of the second advent of Christ, and of the final 
judgment of the world connected therewith. Although, already in Paul’s 
lifetime, many errors in the teaching as to the last things —as, for example, 
the denial of the resurrection —had begun to grow up, there is nothing 
in the other writings of the New Testament to show that the parousia of 
Christ was called in question; yet the denial of it is so naturally con- 
nected with that of the resurrection, that it could quite easily have found 
On the other hand, it cannot 
be questioned that the reasons assigned by the false teachers (2 Pet. iii. 4) 
are such as seem to belong rather to a time later than that of the 
Apostle Peter, although the words by no means imply that the parousia 
had for many generations already been looked for in vain (Schwegler). 
And, further, there are the facts that the so-called Second Epistle of 


Clemens Romanus combats the same heresy, — although in an advanced 


expression even while Peter was yet alive. 


1 Schwegler sees in this also a proof that 
the epistle was not written until the end of the 
second century, inasmuch as the dislike to 
quote apocryphal writings was still foreign 
even to an Irenaeus, a Clement, or an Origen. 
If importance must be attached to this, the 
epistle plainly cannot have been written till 
after the time of Origen, which is impossible. 

2 Wiesinger and Briickner think that 
Enoch’s prediction of judgment was omitted 
only because there was no appropriate place 


for it in the connection of thought in this 
epistle, and that the change in the two verses, 
4 and 11, does not show a desire to efface what 
is apocryphal; that Peter only generalized the 
special fact mentioned by Jude, ver. 9, pre- 
supposing at the same time an acquaintance on 
the part of his readers with the apocryphal 
incident referred to. But does not such a 
presupposition contain what must appear un- 
suited to an apostle ? 
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state of development,—and that one similar, at least, is mentioned in the 
Epistle of Polycarp. 

5. The view expressed in this epistle as to the origin and the destruction 
of the world. The opinion of Mayerhoff and Neander, that this view “is 
in harmony neither with the practical, simple mind of Peter, nor with the 


, 


N. T. development of doctrine,” reaches certainly too far; it can only be 
said that it does not find expression elsewhere in the New Testament. Yet 
the conception that the world arose into being out of the water by the word 
of God, points back to the history of creation in Genesis; and that of its 
destruction by fire, though not indeed expressed, has nevertheless the way 
prepared for it in passages of the O. T., such as Isa. xvi. 15, Dan. vii. 9 sq. 
(cf. 1 Cor. iii. 13; 2 Thess. i. 8), so that a more precise development of it 
by Peter is not inconceivable. In opposition to the appeal to the passage 
in the Clementine Homilies, xi. 24: Aoysoauevoc bre Ta mavta 7d bbwp Tole, K.T.AL, 
Briickner remarks that it must not be overlooked that in Clement it is water, 
and in Peter God’s word, to which precedence is given. 


When Credner thinks to prove the spuriousness of the epistle by saying that 
an apostle would never have made reference to one of the mythical additions in 
the Gospels like the narrative of Christ’s transfiguration; and Reuss, by assert- 
ing that ‘the apparent aim of the epistle is to defend the teaching as to the 
last things, according to the Judaeo-Christian conception of it, and that as 
much against unbelief as against a spiritualizing interpretation,’ — their views 
must be simply rejected. Not less unjustifiable is it, however, for Bleek to base 
his verdict of rejection on the circumstance that ini. 18 the mount of transfig- 
uration is called 76 dpo¢ 76 ayiov, inasmuch as the place is not even mentioned in 
the Gospels, or more nearly described. 


If the numerous difficulties and doubts above mentioned do not render 
the authenticity of the epistle absolutely impossible, many of them are yet 
of such a nature that the spuriousness of the epistle appears to be hardly 
less probable than its genuineness, especially as the only positive evidence 
for the latter is the statement of the author himself, that he is the Apostle 
Peter. On_the other hand, many reasons seem to speak against its pseudo- 
nymity. Guericke insists that the passages characteristic of the epistle are, 
“living, spiritual, and truly apostolic;” but, apart from the circumstance 
that, e.g., the want of any reference to the essential facts of salvation does 
seem strange in the case of the Apostle Peter, this in no way excludes the 
possibility of a non-apostolic origin. He further says that it is not apparent 
what purpose a falsarius could have had in writing; but this is refuted by 
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the epistle itself, which clearly enough states its design. Further, it has 
been remarked that the epistle, if it be written under a false name, is a 
palpable fraud, and to this its own moral character is opposed. But, in 
reply to this, the fact may be brought forward that men of earnest moral 
character have often thought more effectually to combat heresy by assuming 
a pseudonyme. Thiersch asserts that it was in the period which followed the 
labors of Paul, and preceded those of John, that that Libertinism made its 
appearance in the Pauline churches; but from this it does not follow that 
the heresy did not maintain itself for a considerable time, so that after Jude 
had already combated it in his epistle, a later attack on it would have been 
no longer timely. 

Weiss, too, has attempted to prove the hypothesis of a pseudonyme unten- 
able. He urges, in the first instance, that it is afflicted with an evil contra- 
diction; for the author-appears to play his r6éle at one time cleverly, at 
another very awkwardly, inasmuch as, with all his endeavors to make him- 
self pass for the apostle, he sometimes forgets his part, and thus betrays his 
pseudonymity ; and, whilst the connection with Jude is made in full har- 
mony with his design, it is carried out in direct opposition to it. Weiss in 
his remarks has omitted to observe, that, like many of the opponents of the 
authenticity too, he attributes to the author various intentions, which the 
words of the epistle in no way entitle him todo.! Again, Weiss seeks to 
show that, on the assumption of a pseudonymous author, there is no uniform 
purpose discoverable in the epistle. But as far as its purpose is concerned, 
it is irrelevant whether the epistle was composed by the apostle or not. If 
the three passages in the epistle—the polemic against the Libertines de- 
scribed according to the Epistle of Jude, that against the deniers of the 
parousia, and the recommendation of Paul’s writings —form a united whole, 
it is not clear how they should do so less if they had an author other than 
Peter. Finally, Weiss seeks to show that no suitable time can be adduced 
for the composition of the epistle if it be pseudonymous. But this difficulty 
is not less than that which arises in specifying the time in the life of Peter 
when he wrote the epistle; and if it be difficult to show how a pseudony- 


1 The author is supposed to have forgotten tial reasons, omitted to name the class of read- 
his part, from this circumstance, that whilst ers whom he addressed. The same holds good 
in the beginning of it he does not name a with regard to the assertion that he intention- 
special class of readers, in order thus to hide ally chose the prophetic form, ii. 1 ff. and iii. 
the interpolation of his epistle, he indirectly 8, in order that this epistle might contain the 


mentions them in iii. 1. But there is no proof prophecy to which Jude in ver. 17 refers, 
that the author intentionally, and for pruden- 
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mous composition could have found acceptation in the church, it is not less 
hard to explain how a genuine composition of the Apostle Peter could have 
If, then, 
the grounds for and against the authenticity are thus evenly balanced, there 
is here presented a problem which is not yet solved, and which perhaps can- 
not be solved, so that the guardedness with which Briickner, Wiesinger also, 


remained for so long a time unused in the service of the church. 


and even Weiss, with all his inclination to regard the epistle as genuine, 
express themselves on the question, deserves only acknowledgment. 

If the epistle be not genuine, the question arises by whom, when, and 
where it was written. — Mayerhoff seeks to show that it was composed .by a 
Jewish Christian in Alexandria in the middle of the second century. That 
the author was a Jewish and not a Gentile Christian, the whole character of 
the epistle shows; but that he lived in Alexandria, cannot be concluded 
The date, too, to which 
he assigns the composition of the epistle, is certainly too late, inasmuch as 


from the reasons brought forward by Mayerhoff.} 


the description of the heretics contains no reference to Gnostic views: prop- 
erly so called. It would be more appropriate to look upon it as a production 
of the first century. —Schwegler considers Rome to have been the place, 
and the end of the second century, at the earliest, the time of the epistle’s 
composition. In Rome, he thinks, endeavors were made, by carrying out a 
Petrinism and a Paulinism, to realize the idea of the Catholic Church. In 
Rome, therefore, it was that—like so many other writings which have 
reference to these two schools — this epistle was composed. Its object — an 
entirely conciliatory one —is this, as is evident from chap. iii. 15, 16, and 
i. 14, 16 ff., “to bring about from the standpoint of Petrinism a final and 
permanent peace between the opposing views of the followers of Peter 
and those of Paul.” 
peculiarities of the Petrine system are apparent throughout the epistle, 
whilst that which is specifically Pauline entirely recedes. But if a doubt 


arise even here as to how a so decided follower of Peter ~ who, according to 


In confirmation of this, Schwegler asserts that the 


1 These reasons are: (1) The standpoint of 
yvaous, and the speculation as to how the 
world originated, and how it will be destroyed. 
But the yv@o.s spoken of in our epistle is 
entirely different from the yu@ous of Alexan- 
drine-Jewish speculation, and that the view 
here expressed as to the beginning — unjustly 
called a speculation — of the world, had its 
origin precisely in Egypt, is not proved. (2) 
The use made of the Epistle of Jude; but that 


the latter was composed in Alexandria is at 
least very doubtful. (3) The coincidence be- 
tween this epistle and the so-called Second 
Epistle of Clement of Rome, in opposing the 
same heretical tendency; but, as there is no 
proof that the quotation occurring in this epis- 
tle was taken from the evayyéAvoy Kar’ Atyur- 
tious, it is also doubtful whether this fragment 


had its origin in Egypt. 
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the view of Schwegler, must as such have necessarily stood in opposition 
to him —could haye been the eulogist of Paul, it must excite most legiti- 
mate astonishment. to see what are the reasons he brings forward in support 
of his view.1 The evidence, too, which he leads for the late date of compo- 
sition, possesses no value.? The chief point, the so-called conciliatory tend- 
ency of the epistle, is a pure hypothesis, which has no support in the epistle 
itself; for neither in the passages quoted by him, nor in any others, are the 
differences between Petrinism and Paulinism touched upon, much less ad- 
justed or surmounted. No doubt Paul is spoken of in terms of praise; but, 
according to the connection of the passage, only for the purpose of warning 
the churches to which the epistle is addressed, lest they should be led astray 
by the heretics, who wrested and changed many statements of the apostle 


for their own purposes.? 


1 These reasons are: the employment of 
expressions peculiar to Judaeo-Christian modes 
of thought: evoéBera, ayrar avacrpodpai, apern, 
ayva évToAn, «.7.A. (but almost all these ex- 
pressions are to be found in the N. T. writ- 
ings, which, according to Schwegler, favor 
Paulinism) ; the high place given to the Adyos 
tmpopytixos (as if Paul had set little value on 
it); the countenance given to angelological 
mysticism (which he thinks is proved by chap. 
ii. 10, 11!); the demand for a tradition as a 
standard. in the interpretation of Scripture 
(said to be contained in chap. i. 20!) ; 6ydoo0s 
Knpv& Suxacocvyys, a8 applied to Noah; and 
the reference to the Gospel of the Hebrews 
(in support of which chap. i. 17 is quoted). 

2 Thus, when, among other things, Schweg- 
- ler brings forward as a reason for this, the 
writer’s acquantance with such N. T. Scrip- 
tures as he supposes to have been composed 


‘ 


only after the middle of the second century, 
i.e., the Pastoral Epistles, the Gospels of John 
and of Mark. He concludes that the author 
was acquainted with the Pastoral Epistles 
from the fact that some expressions occur only 
in these, and in the epistles of Peter; as also 
with the Gospel of John, by asserting that 
the writer, in chap. i. 14, had the passage, 
John xxi., 18, 19, in his mind; and, finally, 
with the Gospel of Mark, by supposing that 
chap. i. 12-15 contains allusions to that gos- 
pel (!). 

8 Heydenreich rightly observes: ‘ For that. 
(conciliatory) purpose, the little which chap. 
iii. says in passing of Paul would not have 
sufficed; if the writer had been chiefly anxious 
to show such a union, he would have adapted 
the construction and contents of the whole 
epistle to the conciliatory design.” 


CHAP. I, ola 


Ilérpov émurroAy fi’. 


According to A and B, the Inscriptio is simply: lézpov #3’. 


CHAPTER I. 


Ver. 1. Zvpyedr]. B, several min., and vss. read, according to the usual form, 
Ziov (Lachm.), which is evidently an alteration. — Ver. 3. After A, X, etc., 
Tisch. 8 reads, ta wavra, instead of the Rec. mavra, according to almost all 
authorities (Lachm., Tisch. 7). — sd d0&n¢ xal dpetnc]. A, C, P, 8, many min., 
Copt., Arm., Vulg., etc., read, (dig d6éy kal aperp, which Griesb. thinks probable; 
accepted by Lachm. and Tisch., approved of by the modern commentators and 
Reiche; the Rec. in B (Buttm. has, however, put a ? to B), K, L, al., Thph., 
Oec., appears to be a correction. — Ver. 4. The Rec. is: Ta wéytota qpiv Kal Tima; 
this occurs only in some min., however much the position of the single words 
varies in the different Codd., etc. Buttmann has, following B: 7a riwa k. uéy. 
nuiv; Lachm. and Tisch. 7, following C, read: Ta véytora Kal tipia quiv; so, too, 
A, only instead of 7uiv, iuiv, Tisch. 8, following K, L, 8, and many min., has 
accepted 7a tijua judy Kal uéytota, It cannot be determined which reading is the 
original one. —év kéouw]. Rec., according to C, K, several min., Thph., Oec. 
(Tisch. 7); on the other hand, A, B, L, ¥, etc., attest év 7@ kdouw (Lachm., Tisch. 
8).— Ver. 5. airs rodro dé]. Rec., sufficiently corroborated by B, C*, K, L, P, 
al., pl., Syr., Oec.—In C**, x, several min., Thph., there is av7d de TovTo, 
Lachm., according to A, reads aro? dé, which can only be considered a cor- 
rection. Tischendorf has rightly retained the Rec. Schott arbitrarily supposes 
that the original reading might be: kal atrot roiro dé.—Ver. 8. Instead of 
bnapxovra, which is attested by almost all authorities, Lachm., according to A, 
Vulg., etc., has accepted tapévra, which probably arose from the subsequent 
mapeott, — Ver. 9. duaptior]. Rec., according to B, OC, L, P, al., Thph., Oec. 
(Lachm.); in its place, Griesb., Scholz, Tisch., etc., according to A, K, &, al., 
Damasc., have duaptyuarwv, which most likely is the original reading; the alter- 
ation is easily explained by Heb. i. 8, as well as by dudprnua, being in the N. T. 
of rarer occurrence.— Ver. 10. omovddoate BeBaiav buav tHv KAjow Kai éxAoynv 
mo.eiobat]. Rec., according to B, C, K, L, P, al., pl., Theoph., Oec., etc. 
(Tisch.); in A, 8, several min., and many vss., the words iva dui rév Kadov buav 
épyuv are inserted between onovddoare and GeBaiav (evidently a later explanatory 
addition), in which the inf. is changed into temp. finit., wovetode (Lachm.; in 
the small ed., moujobe). — Ver. 12, od dueAjow]. Rec., after K, L, al., Thph., 
Oec. (Griesb., Scholz); on the other hand, A, B, C, P, &, al., Copt., Sahid., 
Vulg., etc., are in favor of “eAAjow, which is justly accepted by Lachm. and 
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Tisch., approved of by De Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger, and Schott, whilst 
Reiche prefers ov« dueAjow, ut modestius et urbanius. — According to the testi- 
mony of B, C, K, L, 8, al., pl., several vss., etc., de? dudc (Griesb., Scholz, 
Tisch.) should be put in place of the Rec. tude del, following A, Vulg., etc. 
(Lachm.). — Ver. 17. Tisch. 7 reads, after B: 6 viog wou 6 &yarntoc ov obTog¢ éoTiv, 
and remarks, with reference to the Rec. obrd¢ éoriv 6 vidg wou 6 ayannroc (after A, 
C, K, L, 8, etc., Lachm.): at ita locis parall. omnib. quorum nullo obr. éor. 
postponitur neque Graec. ullus testis uwov repetit. Tisch. 8 has accepted the 
Rec. — Ver. 18, According to B, C*, etc., Tisch. 7 reads: év 7@ dyiw oper; but the 
Rec., év TO dpe 7 dyiw (Tisch. 8), is too strongly supported by A, C***, K, L, P, 
&, al., Vulg., ever to be regarded as spurious. — Ver. 21. According to B, C, K, 
P, al., Copt., etc., Tisch. 7 has woré after zpodyteia, and Tisch. 8, following A, 
L, &, etc., wore before mpodyteia; this order of words is the more natural, but for 
that very reason can hardly be considered the original one. — The Rec. of ayzoe 
@cod occurs only in several min., some vss., Oec., Vulg. — A has Gytoe tod sod 
(Lachm.); K, L, 8, al., dysoc Ocod (Griesb., Scholz). Tisch. has adopted in its 
place, 47d cod, according to B, al., Syr., Copt.; Wiesinger, Schott, and Stein- 
fass prefer this reading; Briickner, too, inclines to it; no doubt it was the one 
which was most likely to give rise to alterations; still, it is too little supported 
by B, ete. Reiche considers dysos Geod to be the original reading. 


Vv. 1,2. Svpedy Mérpoc]. The form most in harmony with the Semitic 
language: Svyuewr, as a name of Peter, is to be found, besides here, only in 
Acts xv. 14; otherwise, cf. Luke 11. 25, iii. 30; Rev. vii. 7; Acts xiii. 1. 
From the addition of the name itself, as little as from its form, can any 
thing be concluded as to the genuineness (in opposition to Dietlein, Schott, 
Steinfass) or the non genuineness of the epistle. The two names Siuwv 
Tlérpoc are directly conjoined also in Matt. xvi. 16; Luke v. 8, etc.; else- 
where, too, the apostle is called Siuwv 6 Aeyouevoc Tétpoc. The addition of 
Zvpuedv serves to mark the author as a Jewish Christian.! —doddoe kai drooroAo¢ 
‘I, Xp., cf. Rom. i. 1; Tit. i. 1 (Phil. i.1). dodAoe expresses the more gen- 
eral, décroAoc the more special offivial relation; cf. Meyer on Rom. i. 1; 
Schott unjustly denies that dobdoc has reference to the official relation. Ac- 
cording to De Wette, the author has here combined 1 Pet. i. 1 and Jude 1. 
— roi¢ iodriwov Huiv Aaxovot riot]. Iadttwoc is inexactly translated in the Vul- 
gate by coaequaliter ; it is not equivalent to iooc (Acts xi. 17: ion duped), but 
means, “having equal honor or worth.” De Wette’s interpretation is as incor- 
rect: “to those who have obtained the same right to participate in faith 
with us.” The use of the words riwA, ryaw, in Peter’s epistle, does not prove 
that the expression has here reference specially to the divine privileges of 
the kingdom (Dietlein). By this word the author gives it to be understood, 
that the faith of those to whom he writes, has the same worth as that of 
those whom he designates by juiv; both have received one and the same 
faith (as to its objective contents) (Briickner, Besser, Wiesinger); Hornejus: 


1 Bengel, assuming the authenticity of the conditionis pristinae, antequam cognomen 
epistle, observes not inaptly that Peter adds nactus erat.” 
Zupewr, “ extremo tempore admonens se ipsum 
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dicitur fides aeque pretiosa, non quod omnium credentium aeque magna sit, sed 
quod per fidem illam eadem mysteria et eadem beneficia divina nobis proponantur. 
— The connection shows that by quiv all Christians (De Wette) cannot be 
understood; the word must only refer either to Peter (Pott), or to the 
apostles (Bengel, Wolf, Briickner, Steinfass, Fronmiiller), or to the Jewish 
Christians generally (Nic. de Lyra, Dietlein, Besser, Wiesinger, Schott, 
Hofm.); the last is the correct application (cf. Acts xi. 17, xv. 9-11). 
Wiesinger: “That the faith of the apostles should have a different value 
from that of those who through their preaching had become believers, is an 
idea totally foreign to the apostolic age.” —Aayoio. points out that faith is a 
gift of grace. Huss: sicut sors non respicit personam, ita nec divina electio 
acceptatriz est personarum (cf. Acts i. 17).—On the breviloquence of the 
expression, cf. Winer, p. 579 (E. T., 623).—év dixawoobvy tod Oeod, K.7.A.]. 
Luther translates: “in the righteousness, which our God gives,” thus 
dixatootvn would here mean that gift of God’s grace which is the result of 
faith, whether it is to be understood of the state of justification (Schott), or 
the Christians’ manner of life conformed to the commandments of God 
(Briickner). If this view be adopted, however, dicawobvy cannot be con- 
nected with rior, for though é& may be regarded as equal simply to cum, or 
be taken in the sense of, being furnished with (thus Brickner, formerly), 
it would always denote. that rior is contained in d:caocbvy, which certainly 
does not correspond with the relation in which the two stand to each other; 
faith is not bestowed on the Christian in righteousness, but righteousness in 
faith. Hofmann joins év dé. directly with miorw, and understands by é:xam- 
civn here: “the righteousness which makes Christ our Saviour; that in 
which the world has the propitiation for its sins.” This interpretation 
assumes that Ocod is predicate to ’Inood Xpicrov (see below); besides, it is 
opposed by the circumstance that the context makes no allusion to any such 
nearer definition of the idea, whilst it is arbitrary to render rior év dux..: 
“that faith which trusts in the righteousness of Jesus Christ.” Schott, Stein- 
fass, and now, too, Briickner, connect dx. with Jodriov; the position of the 
words, however, is opposed to this, for were éy dix. the closer definition of 
icéryzov, it must have been placed directly beside it. Besides, a somewhat 
obscure thought results from this combination. ‘The simple addition of 
éy ox, does not assert that the faith of the one has equal value with the faith 
of the other in this, that in both cases it effects a dscaootvn. dixaocivy is 
here not a gift, but an attribute of God, or a characteristic of His dealings. 
Still, the expression must not be taken as equivalent either to “kindness ” 
(Eman. a Sa., Pott), or to “faithfulness,” as regards the promises given by 
Him (Beza, Piscator, Grotius); for although d:cawocivn may sometimes come 
near to the above meanings, it is never identical! with them; cf. Meyer on 


1 De Wette thinks that the author, in ap- love by which He undertook the work of sal- 
proximation to the Pauline views, may perhaps vation. But évx.means neither grace nor love; 
have understood the righteousness of God as and, besides, it is altogether arbitrary to give 
bringing in righteousness, — or salvation, — or the expression a different meaning with respect 
as redemptive righteousness, otherwise termed to Christ from that which it has when applied 
grace ; and the righteousness of Christ, asthat to God. 
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Rom. iii. 25. Still less warrant is there for Dietlein’s view, that righteous- 
ness is here “as a kingdom, the totality of the divine action and revelation 
in contrast to this world full of sin and of uncompensated evil.” Wiesinger 
(and thus also Fronmiiller) understand by d:caovvy, “ the righteousness of 
God and Christ, which has manifested itself in the propitiation for the sins 
of the world;” in opposition to which Brickner correctly remarks, that 
Christ’s work of atonement is not an act of His righteousness; further, 
“the righteousness of God which demands the death of the sinner ” (Fron- 
miiller), may be considered as causing the death of Christ, but not as pro- 
ducing faith. écawobvy, in harmony with éoérimov, is rather that righteousness 
of God—opposed to every kind of mpocorwarmpia — according to which He 
bestows the same faith on all, without respect of persons (cf. Acts x. 34 f.). 
év is in meaning akin to da, but it brings out more distinctly than it, in what 
the obtaining of the riome ior. is grounded. The author’s thought is accord- 
ingly this: “in His righteousness, which makes no distinction between the 
one and the other, God has bestowed on you the same like precious faith as 
on us.” !—7od sod Hu. kad owripoc ’1. Xp.]. Many interpreters (Beza, Hem- 
ming, Gerhard, and more recently Schott and Hofmann) take rod Ocod ju. 
and owripoc as a double attribute of "Ijcos Xp. Others (Wiesinger, Briickner, 
Fronmiiller, Steinfass) separate the two expressions, and understand tov Ocov 
juov of God the Father; and rightly so, although in the similar combination, 
ver. 11, iii. 18, there be but one subject. For Oedc differs from xéipcoc in this, 
that it is never conjoined with Xpiorée as a direct attribute, whilst kipvo¢ is 
very often thus employed, as in the very next verse; see my commentary 
to Tit. ii. 18. There need be no hesitation in taking the article which 
stands before Ocod with owripoc also, as a secord subject, —a statement which 
Schott and Hofmann have wrongly called in question; cf. (Winer, p. 124 
[E. T., 180]) Buttmann, p. 84 ff. (E. T., 97, 100). Dietlein, in his inter- 
pretation, adopts a middle course: “of our God and Saviour; and when I 
speak of God the Saviour, I mean the Saviour Jesus Christ.” But only this 
much is correct here, that the close conjunction points to the oneness of God 
and Christ of which the author was assured. — Ver. 2. yapuc . . . rAnOuvbein, 
as in] Pet. i. 2. In this passage é@v émyvdce rod Ocod x. ’Inood Tod Kupiov qudv 
‘is added. Here, too, év is not cum, but states in what the increase of grace 
has its origin, and by what it is effected (De Wette). This is the knowledge 
of God and Jesus, our Lord; cf. on this John xvii. 3; 2 Pet. ii. 20. Cal- | 
vin: Dei et Christi agnitionem simul connectit, quia rite non potest, nisi in Christo, 
Deus agnosci. Although the ériyvwou here spoken of includes in it acknowl- 
edgment, yet it is erroneous to distinguish between éziyywouw and yvdor, by 
holding the former to be equivalent to acknowledgment; cf. the further dis- 
cussions on the term éniyywow in Wiesinger and Schott, which, however, 
especially in the case of the latter, are not without the mixing-up of thoughts 
foreign to the idea. It is wrong to interpret év by ei¢; Aretius: ut colant 
Deum, quemadmodum sese patefecit in Scripturis et ut coli vult. According to 


1 Hofmann most unwarrantably maintains that, in this interpretation, év is taken “in a sense 
which cannot be justified.” 
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Dietlein, the thought intended to be expressed is that “grace and peace 
grow and increase from within the soul, outwards, and in thus growing they 
became ever more and more knowledge of the revealed God” (1). 

Ver. 3. The first paragraph, extending as far as ver. 11, contains exhor- 
tations. The first of! these is expressed in vy. 5-7, and to it vv. 3 and 4 
serve as an introduction. — 6c]. Lachmann connects d¢ directly with what 
precedes, and puts a full stop after ¢9opac at the end of ver. 4; thus also 
Vulg., Beza, Erasmus, Hornejus, Grotius. This combination, however, is 
against the analogy of the N. T. epistles, in which the superscription closes 
with the benediction (in the Epistle to the Galatians alone a relative clause 
is subjoined, ending, however, with a doxology that marks the conclusion), 
and is also opposed to the contents of vv. 3, 4, which serve as the basis for 
ver. 5 (Wiesinger). Gerhard and others consider dc as equivalent to xaddc 
(which Gerhard explains by érei, i.e., “postquam” vel “siquidem”), and 
supply oiruc to ver. 5; arbitrarily: o¢ belongs much more to the genitive 
absolute (not pleonastically, Pott). The objective reason expressed in this 
phrase for the exhortation contained in yer. 5 is by 6¢ characterized as a 
subjective motive; Winer: “convinced (considering) that the divine power,” 
etc.; Dietlein: “in the consciousness that;” so, too, De Wette, and the 
more recent commentators generally; the construction in 1 Cor. iv. 18, 
2 Cor. v. 20, is similar; cf. Matthia, Ausf. Gr., 1825, § 568, p. 1120. — névra 
.. . dedwpnuévync]. The Vulg. incorrectly: quomodo omnia vobis divinae virtutis 
sunt, quae ad vitam et pietatem, donata est (another reading is: sunt); and 
Luther: “since every thing of His divine power, that pertains unto life and 
godliness, is given us;” dedapnuévyc is here not passive, but middle (cf. Gen. 
xxx. 20, LX X.; Mark xv. 45), and ric 0, dvvayewg does not depend on zayra, 
but is the subject (thus all modern commentators).— According to the 
position of the words, airod refers back to ’Ino. 7. xvpiov qudv (Calvin, Schott, 
Steinfass), and not to Gev;1 if it be applied to Geos (De Wette-Briickner, 
Wiesinger), then deia¢ (which occurs here only and in ver. 4; Acts xvii. 29, 
7d Geiov, as subst.) is pleonastic. Dietlein and Fronmiiller refer atrod to God 
and Jesus, which linguistically cannot be justified.? — ra mpdc Gwhv kat eboé Berar]. 
The o# Kat evoéBera are not spoken of as the object, but ra mpdc Suny, x.7.A. For 
the attainment of the former is conditioned by the Christian’s conduct; but 
in order that it may be put within his reach, every thing is granted him 
which is serviceable to Cw and eboéBea (cf. Luke xix. 42: ra mpdc eiphrny cov). 
The difference between the two ideas is in itself clear; fw7, “ blessedness,” 
indicates the condition: eboéBea, “godliness” (except in Acts iii. 12, occur- 
ring only in the Pastoral Epistles and Second Peter), the conduct. Grotius 
incorrectly interprets (wy as equivalent to vita ALTERIUS seculi, and eboéBeva 
as pietas in HOC seculo. Both together they form the antithesis to 7 év kéouw 


1 Hofmann, indeed, applies it also to Christ, by the fact, that otherwise this whole argument 
btit by passing over ver. 2 to ver. 1, where, as would contain no reference to Him; the appli- 
already observed, he considers that it is not cation to both contains the correct idea, that 
God and Christ, but Christ alone, who is re- _— the gift imparted by Jesus is the gift of God 
ferred to. the Father. 

2 The application to Jesus is also supported 
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tv Exibvuia d0opt. mavta is by way of emphasis placed first, in order to show 
distinctly that every thing, which is in any way serviceable to Gof and eboéé., 
has been given us by the divine power of the Lord. Hofmann is wrong in 
defining this xéyra as faith, hope, and charity, for this triad does not pertain 
mpoc evogBerav, but is the eboéBeva itself. — dia rig Emtyvooewe Tod KahécavToc uae 
states the medium through which the gift is communicated to us; with 
ériyvwot, ef- ver. 2. God is here designated as 6 xadéoac jude, since it is only 
by the knowledge of the God who calls us that the ravra ra mp. ¢., k.7.A., are 
appropriated by us, —the calling being the actual proof of His love to us. 
The subject to xadeiv is not Christ (Vorstius, Jachmann, Schott, etc.), but 
God (Aretius, Hemming, De Wette, Hofmann, etc.), as almost always in the 
N. T.1 Of course xatetv does not mean the mere outward, but the inward, 
effectual calling. — id:a d6ép xa? dpet@]. doga denotes the being, dper” the ac- 
tivity; Bengel: ad GLorraM referuntur attributa Dei naturalia, ad VIRTUTEM 
ea, quae dicuntur moralia; intime unum sunt utraque. It is arbitrary to under- 
stand doga as meaning: “that side the nature of the Almighty One that 
liveth, which is directed outwards,” and by dpér7: “the holy loving-kindness 
of God” (as opposed to Hofmann). — The nature of God represented as the 
instrumentality, as in Gal. i. 15: Kadéoac dud tiie yapetoc abrov; cf., too, Rom. 
vi. 4. A wrong application is given to the words, if they be taken as refer- 
ring to the miracles of Christ. It must be observed that this éxiyvwoc itself, 
too, is to be looked upon as wrought by Christ in us. 

Ver. 4 must not, as a simple intervening clause, be enclosed in paren- 
theses; for although ver. 5 is the principal clause standing related to the 
participial clause in ver. 3, still the latter is determined, in the thought of 
it, by ver. 4. — sv’ dv]. ov does not refer to the immediately preceding idia 
66&y x. dperh (Dietlein, Wiesinger, Briickner, this comment.), for it cannot be 
said that Christ has given us the érayyéauata through the déga x. dpera of His 
Father, but to navra ra mpdc, «.7.4, (Hofmann). Beza inaccurately interprets 
dv ov by ex eo quod. — rd riwa tiv Kat uéyicta éxayyéAuata). émdyyeAua, besides 
here, occurs only in chap. iii. 18, where it is used in connection with the 
new heaven and new earth in the future. By it is to be understood, not 
the promises of the prophets of the O. C. fulfilled in Christ for us, nor those 
things promised us of which we are made partakers in Christ (Hornejus: 
bona et beneficia omnia, quae Deus per Christum offert et exhibet omnibus, qui in 
ipsum credunt ; Wiesinger, Schott); but, according to ver. 12 ff., chap. iii. 4, 
ix. 13, the prophecies of the rapovoia of Christ and the future consummation 
of His kingdom, as contained in the gospel (Briickner).? Dietlein is wrong 


1 De Wette (with whom Briickner agrees) 
is accordingly wrong in supposing that rod 
kadéoavros ym. stands in place of the simple 
pron. avrod, and is inserted because, by this 
cireumlocution of the active subject, the 
address gains in matter and range. — Schott’s 
remarks, in which he attempts to justify his 
assertion that tod KaAéoavros applies to Christ, 
are only in so far correct, that cadety might 
indeed be understood of an activity of Christ; 


ef. Matt. ix. 13; Mark ii. 17; on the other 
hand, it is certain that 6 kadéoas is never ap- 
plied to Christ, but always to God. 

2 Schott’s assertion, that émayyéApara, ac- 
cording to the form of the word, must mean 
“promised things,” is opposed by chap. iii. 
13; but why the promises as such should not, 
as Wiesinger supposes, be the means of effect- 
ing the cowwwvia Oeias hucews, it is difficult to 
understand. 
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in saying that érayyéAuata are not only promises of what is future, but 
announcements of what is present and eternal. He goes still farther astray 
when he substitutes for this idea the different one: “the granting of favors 
which proclaim themselves.” The word émayyéAdew (except in 1 Tim. ii. 10, 
vi. 21) has constantly in the N. T. the meaning “to promise,” never simply 
“to proclaim.” These promises are called “precious,” not because they are 
“no mere empty words” (Schott), but because they promise that which is 
of the greatest value (Hofmann). The dative quiv from its position should 
be connected more probably with riwa than with deddpnra. — deddpnrat is here 
also not passive (Dietlein), but middle (all modern interpreters). Gualther 
erroneously explains it: donatae, i.e., impletae sunt. What is here referred 
to is the communication, not the fulfilment, of the promises, which are a free 
gift of divine grace. — The subject to deddp. is not 6 xadéoac (as formerly in 
this commentary), but the same as that to the foregoing dedwpnuévac, — iva bua 
tovrwy |. Calvin, De Wette-Briickner, Hofmann, understand roérwy to refer 
to ra mpoc Cunv, x.7.A., as the leading thought; this construction Wiesinger 
justly calls “a distortion of the structure, justifiable only if all other refer- 
ences were impossible.” Incorrect also is the application to dd& kad dperi 
(Bengel). From its position it can apply only to érayyéAuara (Dietlein, Wie- 
singer, Schott), and not in like manner to dé xa? dper? (Fronmiiller). oa 
has here its proper signification, not equal to “because of them” (Jachmann), 
nor to “incited by them;” as elsewhere the ‘gospel is spoken of as the ob- 
jective means through which the divine life is communicated, so here the 
érayyéduara, Which, according to the conception of Second Peter, form the 
essential element of the gospel. — yévnode Oeiac Kowvwvol gicewc, not “that ye 
may become partakers,” but “that ye might be,” etc. (Wiesinger). The aorist 
shows that the author does not look upon the «otvwria, which for the Chris- 
tian is aimed at in the bestowal of the promises, as something entirely future 
(Vorstius: quorum vi tandem divinae naturae in illa beata immortalitate vos quo- 
que participes efficiemini), but as something of which he should even now be 
partaker.1_ The thought that man is intended to be partaker of the divine 
nature, or to be transfigured into the divine being, — which is accomplished 
in him through faith in the promises, —is, though in other terms, often 
enough expressed in the N. T. (Heb. xii. 10; 1 Pet. i. 23; John i. 12, 13, 
and many other passages). Hemming justly remarks: vocat hic divinam 
naturam id quod divina praesentia efficit in nobis, i.e., conformitatem nostri cum 
Deo, seu imaginem Dei, quae in nobis reformatur per divinam praesentiam in 
nobis. When Hofmann urges the expression gio against this view, because 
a distinction must be drawn between the gio of man and the personal life 
of man, the former remaining even in him who is regenerate always the 
same, until this céua is changed from a caya puyixdy to a coma mvevuatixor, he 
fails to observe that it is not the human, but the divine dicic that is here 
spoken of, and in God there can be no difference made between natural and 


1 Hornejus: ‘“‘incipit ea in hac vita per magis illic erimus per adspectum et si hic per 
gratiam, sed perficietur in altera per gloriam;  gratiam id adipiscimur, quanto magis illic 
si enim jam hic in ista imbecillitate divinae per gloriam, ubi Deus ipse erit omnia in 
naturae consortes sumus per fidem, quanto omnibus,” 
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personal life. The expression gia is here quite inappropriately pressed by 
Hofmann. As opposed to the mystic “deification,’ it must be remarked, 
with the older interpreters, that the expression @éo1 conveys the thought, 
not so much of the substantia, as rather of the qualitas. Grotius’ interpreta- 
tion dilutes the idea: ut fieretis imitatores divinae bonitatis. The second per- 
son (yévnabe) serves to appropriate to the readers in particular that which 
belongs to all Christians (juiv).1— dmopvyovtec rie év (TO) Koouw év émibvpig 
obopic]. These words do not express the condition on which the Christian 
becomes partaker of the divine nature, but the negative element which is 
most intimately connected with the positive aim. Accordingly, the trans- 
lation is incorrect: “if you escape” (Luther, Briickner) ; amoguyévrec is to be 
translated “escaping, eluding;” the aor. part. is put because the verb is 
closely conjoined with the preceding aorist yévyose. It is to be resolved into: 
“in order that ye might be partakers of the divine nature, in that ye escape 
the ofopd.”2 With ¢6opd, cf. chap. ii. 12, and especially Rom. viii. 21; Gal. 
vi. 8 (see Meyer on the last passage). By it is to be understood not simply 
perishableness, but more generally corruption. The term géop4 is here more 
nearly defined as # év TO xdouw o60pa, i e., the corruption which dwells in the 
(unredeemed) world, and to which all thereto belonging is a prey. The 
further more precise definition : év émdvuig, states that this géopa has its origin 
in the evil lust, opposed to what is divine, which has its sway in the world 
(1 John ii. 16, 17). —admog., here c. gen.; chap. ii. 18, 20, cum accus. constr. 
— The sequence of thought in vv. 3, 4, is: Christ hath granted us every 
thing that is serviceable to salvation and holiness, and that by the knowl- 
edge of God who hath called us by His glory; through it he has given us 
the most glorious promises, the design of which is the communication of the 
divine life. 

Vv. 5, 6. «a? abrd rodto dé]. nat... dé, equivalent to “but also,” “and 
also;” cf. Winer, p. 412 f. (KE. T., 443); Buttmann, p. 312 (E. T., 364). 
«ai adds something new to what goes before; dé brings out that what is 
added is to be distinguished from what precedes.?— Neither epi nor xara 


1 Hofmann arbitrarily objects to this inter. 
pretation, that a change of persons could not 
take place in a clause expressive of a design; 
rather does it simply depend on the will of the 
writer, where he wishes it to take place. 
When the writer of a letter wishes to state the 
purpose of any thing which has been imparted 
to all, should he not in particular apply it to 
those to whom he addresses his letter ? — 
Augusti strangely presses the change of per- 
sons by applying yutv to the Jews, yévnade to 
the heathen converts, and understanding Oeia 
vats of the divine descent of the Jews. 

2 Bengel: “haec fuga non tam ut officium 
nostrum, quam ut beneficium divinum, com- 
munionem cum Deo comitans, h. |. ponitur.’” 
Dietlein: ‘amo. contains no demand and 
condition, but only the other side of the fact: 
Ye have entered the kingdom of the divine 


nature, therefore ye have left the kingdom 
of the worldly nature.” — By transferring 
yévnobe to the future, Schott gives an er- 
roneous (linguistically) interpretation of dmo- 
gvydvres as future also: **Ye shall become 
partakers of the divine nature, as such who 
have (shall have) precisely thus escaped 
THS «+» « POopas.” 

3’ Hofmann, without any reason, ascribes 
two different meanings to kai. . . 8é, by say- 
ing, that “xo... . d¢ is either equal to ‘but 
now,’ or else to ‘ but also;’ in the first case 
kai adds something further, which 6¢ points 
out to be something different, and must be 
added to what precedes by way of explana- 
tion; in the second case S< adds something dif- 
ferent, and xa: intimates that it is added on to 
what precedes, which cannot do without it.” 
«ai... d¢ has in itself always the same sig- 
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nor xpéc is to be supplied to abd roir0, which stands here absolutely, equiva- 
lent to d’ abrd roiro: “for this very reason,” cf. Winer, p. 184 f. (E. T., 142), 
and refers back to the thought contained in dc mévta . . . dedwpnuévyc, and 
further developed in the clauses following: “since ye have been made par- 
takers of all that, therefore,” etc. Grotius: Deus fecit quod suum est, vos 
quoque quod vestrum est faciete. Dietlein takes airéd tov70 as a simple accusa- 
tive dependent on émyopjoate (thus also Steinfass); but this combination, 
which would make roiro refer to the subsequent év rj 1. bu. rHv dperqy, or to 
t. dpetnv alone, is opposed by the airé beside it, which looks back to what 
has gone before. Nor does Dietlein fail to see this, for he explains: “the 
announcements given are now to be produced in the form of Christian 
virtues ;” this, however, results in a “straining” (Brickner) of the thought. 
—As regards the connection of clauses, the apodosis belonging to ver. 3 
begins with ver. 5, not, however, in quite regular construction. Hofmann, 
on the other hand, holds that the apodosis conveying the exhortations begins 
already with iva in ver. 4. He looks upon iva as depending on émyopyyfoare, 
and considers that the two participial clauses, droguyévrec, «.7.2., and Kal... 
mapetoevéyxavtec, are to be closely connected with each other, and both to- 
gether joined with the imperative; accordingly he translates: “Considering 
that His divine power hath given us all that is serviceable to life and godli- 
ness . . . ye should, in order thereby to become partakers of the divine 
nature, having escaped the corruption in the world occasioned by lust, but for 
that very reason giving all diligence, supply virtue in and with your faith.” 
But opposed to this view is: (1) The intolerable cumbrousness of the con- 
struction; (2) The circumstance that although a dependent clause may 
precede the clause on which it depends, this may take place only when the 
clearness of the style does not thereby suffer, i.e., when the periods are so con- 
structed that the dependent clause cannot, by any rule of language, be taken 
with a preceding clause, — but this is plainly not the case here; (3) The 
aorist yévyjode, instead of which the present would haye been written; and 
finally, (4) The impossibility of here applying 6a Tobrwy to any thing that 
goes before. This becomes the more obvious if the preceding secondary 
clause be considered as standing after the imperatival clause émyopyyjoare 

. ayannv.—onovdjv nacav napetoevéyxavtec, cf. Jude 3: maoav ox, mowbuevoc 
(Jos., Arch. xx. 9. 2: siogépew orovdjv), mapa points out that believers on 
their side (De Wette, Wiesinger, Schott) should contribute their part, 
namely, the orovd7, to what has here been given them. That rapa has not 
here the implied idea of secresy, is self-evident; but it is also unjustifiable 
when Hofmann asserts that rapeoépew onovdgv means “the application of 
diligence, which endeavors after something already given in a different man- 
ner.” — émiyopnynoate év TH mioTeL duav THY dpETHr]. émiyopnyeiv, either “ contrib- 
- ute,” i.e., your contribution to the work of salvation (De Wette), or more 
probably, according to the use of the word elsewhere in the N. T. (2 Cor. 
ix. 10; Gal. iii. 5; cf. also 1 Pet. iv. 11), “to supply” (Brickner, Wiesinger, 


nification; 5¢ only emphasizes the new element ent one from what goes before, or altogether 
added by «ai, whether this be merely a differ- _ antithetical to it. 
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Hofmann); it is here ‘placed as correlative to the term dedapyra, ver. 4, and 
denotes “the gift which the believer gives in return for the gift of God” 
(Wiesinger, although the meaning of the word does not quite justify him in 
doing so, adds: “or more accurately, by which he again presents to God his 
own gift in the fruit it has produced”). Dietlein’s interpretation is erro- 
neous: “to perform in dance.” This meaning the word never has. Even 
yopnyeiv sometimes means “to lead a dance,” but not “to perform any thing 
in dance.” The original meaning of émyop, is: “to contribute to the ex- 
penses of a yépoc.” Schott’s assertion is arbitrary, “that émyopnyeiv signifies 
a supplying of what is due to one in virtue of an official or honorary posi- 
tion.” — Pott incorrectly explains the preposition év by &:é; De Wette inade- 
quately by “in, with, of that which is already present, and to which something 
else should be added.” The sense is: “since you have ziozu, let it not be 
wanting in dpery.” It is not meant, that to the rior, as something different 
from it, per? should be added ; but dper” belongs to xioric, and for this reason 
the Christian must put it into practice. The same relation is preserved in 
the members which follow.1 ior is presupposed as the origin (Oecume- 
nius: deuéduoc tHv ayabdv Kal kpnnic) of all Christian virtues, and in the first 
instance of the dper#, by which Oecumenius understands ra goya; Gerhard: 
generale nomen omnium operum et actionum bonarum. Calvin: honesta et bene 
composita vita; it is best explained by strenuus animae tonus ac vigor (Bengel): 
“moral efficiency” (De Wette, Wiesinger, Schott, etc.).2—év 68 rH dpeTH thv 
yroow],  yvooe is not here # tév rod Oeod droxpidwv uvornpiwy eidnoe (Oecum.), 
nor is it “the knowledge of God which the Christians possess” (Dietl.); 
but as the matter in hand here is the practical proof of the Christian temper, 
it must be understood as denoting the perception of that which the Christian 
as such has to do in all relations of life, and of how he has to do it (Besser, 
Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann; Brickner, in agreement with this: “discre- 
tion”).2— Ver 6 The three virtues here named are: the éyxparea, the 
brouovh, and the eboéBera. —éyxpatea, besides here, in Acts xxiv. 25 and Gal. 
vi. 22 (Tit. i. 8: éyxparye; 1 Cor. vii. 9, ix. 25: éyxparetouae), denotes the 
control of one’s own desires ; 76 undevi drocbpecbar maber (Oecumenius) ; ef. on 
Tit. i. 8.4 Compare this with the passage in Jes. Sir., xviii. 80, where under 
the superscription éyxpdrea wuyje there is the maxim: éziow tov émibvuay cov 
uh Topedov, Kai dnd TOV dpéseav cov KwAvov, —brouorn is enduring patience in all 
temptations. Besser aptly recalls the proverb: abstine, sustine. — With 


1 Steinfass remarks: ‘éy conceives the present employed; still that expression does 
accusatives as involute accusatives, and as not altogether coincide with yvaéous, which 
elements of the previous datives;” this cer- Luther understands as meaning that * cireum- 
tainly is correct, but must be supplemented spectness”” which knows how to maintain the 
thus far, that the element of the preceding right moderation in all things. 


conception, expressed by the accusative, stands * Hofmann unwarrantably disputes this in- 
forth as a special grace, and thus becomes, as terpretation by saying that éy«p. is ‘that 
it were, the complement of it. quality by which a person denies himself all 

2 Hofmann: ‘that disposition which shows — thatis unprofitable; ” for the denying one’s self 
itself in the doing of what is right and good.” that which is unprofitable, for which there is 


3 Besser is undoubtedly right in trying to no desire, surely gives no proof whatever of 
prove that Luther’s ‘“ modesty”? has another éykpareva, 
signification than that in which the word is at 
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evoéBera, comp. ver. 3; Dietlein, without sufficient justification, explains it 
here as “the godly awe and respect in the personal, domestic relations of 
life.” If evoéBeca do not apply only to our relation to God (e.g., Dio Cass., 
xlvill. 5: dia trav mpd¢ Tov ddeAGdv eboé3ecav), the other object of it must in this 
case be definitely stated. 

Ver. 7 adds @AadeAgia and dyany to the virtues already named. These 
are to be distinguished thus, that the former applies specially to the Chris- 
tian brethren, the latter to all—without distinction; 1 Thess. iii. 12: 9 dyanq 
eic GAAnAouc Kal eg mavtac (Gal. vi. 10); with gAadeAqua, cf. 1 Pet. i. 22. While 
the apostle calls the love which is extended. to all dyam7, he gives it to be 
understood that what he means is not the purely natural well-wishing, but 
Christian love springing from the Christian spirit. Dietlein, without suf- 
ficient reason, thinks that gAadedoia is only the opposite of that which is 
forbidden in the eighth and ninth commandments, whilst the dyaty is the 
complete antithesis to what is forbidden in the tenth commandment. In 
this way the conception oAadeAgia is unjustifiably disregarded, —a proceed- 
ing to which the language of Scripture gives the less sanction, that where 
love in all its depth and truth is spoken of, the word gAev is not unfre- 
quently used; cf. John v. 20, xvi 27, etc. — Although the different virtues 
here are not arranged according to definite logical order, yet the way in 
which they here belong to each other is not to be mistaken. Each of the 
virtues to be shown forth forms the complement of that which precedes, and 
thus gives rise to a firmly-linked chain of thought. per, supplies the com- 
plement of rzoric, for faith without virtue is wanting in moral character, and 
is in itself dead; that of dper7 is yvaouc, for the realizing of the moral volition 
is conditioned by comprehension of that which is needful in each separate 
case; that of yrwor is éyxparea, for self-control must not be wanting to voli- 
_ tion and comprehension; that of éyxpatea is tmouovn, for there are outward 
as well as inward temptations to be withstood; that of vrouory is eboéBea, for 
only in trustful love to God has the bouovy firm support; that of ebogSea the 
gvaadeAgia, for “he that loveth not his brother whom he hath seen, how can 
he Jove God whom he has not seen?” (1 John iv. 20); that of giAadeAgia the 
ayarn, for without the latter the former would degenerate into poor narrow- 
heartedness. Thus, in that the one virtue is the complement of the other, 
the latter produces the former of itself as its natural outcome; Bengel: 
praesens quisque gradus subsequentem parit et facilem reddit, subsequens priorem 
temperat ac perficit.} 


1 According to Dietlein, the three first 
graces, including mutts, correspond to the 
first table of the law, the three first petitions 
of the Lord’s Prayer, the first article of the 
Creed, and to faith in the Pauline triad; the 

three following graces, to the first half of 
the second table of the law, the fourth petition 
in the Lord’s Prayer, the second article of the 
Creed, and the second grace in the Pauline 
triad, the two last graces, to the second half of 
the second table of the law, the three last peti- 
tions of the Lord’s Prayer, the third article of 


the Creed, and the third grace of, that triad. 
Certainly there is here a good deal that coin- 
cides, but this by no means warrants a consist- 
ent parallelism of all the individual points, 
which can only gain an appearance of correct- 
ness by an arbitrary narrowing or extending 
of the ideas and their applications. —It is 
worthy of remark, that the series begins with 
mots and ends with ayamy; in that, then, ver. 
11 points to the future, cAmis is added, so that 
the well-known triad is here alluded to 
(Schott). 
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Ver. 8. Reason for the foregoing exhortation. — raira, i.e., the virtues 
above mentioned. — yap tuiv imdpyovra Kal mAcovdfovta]. For imdpyewv ec. dat., 
ef. Acts iii. 6; mAeovatovra intensifies the idea ixapyovra; for wAeovdgew, cf. my 
commentary to 1 Tim. i. 14; it means either “to be present in abundance,” 
strictly, to exceed the measure (abundare), or “to become more, to increase 
(crescere).” Here the first of these two meanings seems to deserve the pref- 
erence; though not so in the judgment of Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, 
Steinfass, Hofmann. The participles may be resolved into “in that” 
“since ” (Dietlein), or “if” (Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott); the latter is to 
be preferred, inasmuch as this verse refers back to the exhortation ver. 5, 
and in “ver. 9 the opposite is assumed as possible” (Brickner); thus: “for 
Uf these virtues exist in you, and that in rich measure ;” Luther in his transla- 
tion has combined the two translations. — ob« dpyode oidé dxaprove Kabiornow]. 
tuac is to be supplied. Hornejus: Aurornc est, cum ait: non inertes neque in- 
fructuosos pro operosos et fructuosos; Dietlein: “the ot« and ovdé belong to 
the adjectives, not to kaiornow.” — For dpyoc, ef. 1 Tim. v. 13; Tit. i. 12; 
obk apyoc, equivalent to “active.” dxuproc cannot mean only “without fruit,” 
but “barren” also; cf. Eph. v. 11 (as against Schott). — xadicrnor: the 
present is not put here for the future (Hornejus). According to Dietlein, 
Wiesinger, and Schott, ca@iornu: should mean, “to cause to appear, to ex- 
hibit,” so that the sense would be: “he who possesses these virtues, he 
thereby appears as bringing forth fruit with regard to the émyy, rod kvpiov "I, 
Xp.,” by which is meant that his knowledge manifests itself as an active one. 
This is, however, incorrect: for (1) A meaning is thereby attributed to xasic- 
tnu Which it never has, either in the classics or in the N. T. (not even in 
Jas. iii. 6, iv. 4, and Rom. v. 19); it means “to set up,” but not to set forth, 
to exhibit, to manifest, ete. (2) It gives a meaning to ¢i¢ such as that word 
has nowhere else, since the object with which it is to be taken is always to 
be thought of as the end, and that even in the more loose connection in 
which eé¢ is equal to “ with regard, with respect to.” (3) It is a somewhat 
idle, because a self-evident reflection, that if knowledge produce the above- 
named virtues, it thereby manifests itself as a knowledge that is not inactive.2 
It is also inaccurate to translate with Luther: “where such is present in 
abundance in you, it will let you be neither idle nor unfruitful in the knowl- 
edge,” etc., for e’¢ is not equal to év. The verb xadiornus denotes, in connec- 
tion with an adjective, reddere, to make into, to set one up as; cf. Pape, 
s.v.; and the preposition ei¢ expresses the direction, so that the thought is: 
those virtues make you (or, more exactly, place you as) active and fruitful 
with regard to knowledge, i.e., by them you are advanced with regard to 
knowledge; cf. Col. i. 10: é mavri épyw dyaba Kapmogopomvtec Kal avgavouevot eic 
tiv éxiyvwow tov Oeod (cf. Meyer, in loc.); De Wette: “The author considers 
all these virtues only as steps to the knowledge of Jesus Christ; and this 
knowledge he regards not merely as theoretical, but as one to be obtained 


1 This third reason also contradicts Hof- neither inactive nor unfruitful, he makes this 
mann’s interpretation, which he expresses aiming the rule of all his actions, but so that 
thus: “ The believer possesses the knowledge they should be its work, its fruit.” 
of Christ. If then, in aiming at it, he be 


CHAP, I. 9. ; 885 


practically, a living into Him, and, at the same time, perfect ;” thus, too, 
Briickner, Fronmiiller, Steinfass. 

Ver. 9 gives in negative form an explanation of the preceding verses. — 
@ ydp un népeore tadra, antithesis to raita . . . nAeovatovra, ver. 8. The posses- 
sion of these graces furthers knowledge, for he who does not possess them is 
tvoa6c, that is, in so far as he is, and remains, without the true knowledge 
of Jesus Christ. 7 is explained thus, that the idea which lies at the basis 
is: “he who is so constituted, that he is without these virtues” (Hofmann), 
or so that he must be judged as being without them.! — rugré¢ gor, pvordtur), 
uvondcew (ar, dey.) means, to be a pbwy, i.e., one short-sighted :? accordingly 
pvordiov serves more nearly to define the term tv@Ad¢ as one who can see only 
what is near, not what is far off. Schott correctly explains ywwwrétav by 
“weak-sighted.” The older commentators, following Oecumenius, for the 
most part take ywuwrdgew as synonymous with rugdérrew; thus Calvin, Hor- 
nejus, etc.; but the identification in meaning of these two terms cannot be 
justified, whilst it gives rise to an intolerable tautology. The translation 
of the Vulgate: manu tentans (similarly, Erasmus: manu viam tentans; 
Luther: “and gropes with the hand;” Calvin: manu palpans), has arisen 
probably from the gloss, wyAagev, perhaps with reference to Deut. xxviii. 
28, 29; Isa. lix. 10. Wolf interprets the word, after Bochart (Hierozoic 
l. 1. c. 4), by kauptev oculos claudere;® but powrdgew is not derived from 
ube tac rac, but from piop. A pio, however, is not one who arbitrarily 
closes his eyes, but one who, from inability to see far enough, is obliged to 
blink with his eyes, in order to see a distant object. The same applies 
to Dietlein, who translates: “one who closes his eyes,” by which he con- 
ceives a voluntary closing of the eyes, precisely that which is opposed to the 
meaning of the word. If, then, pworé{o» mean a short-sighted person, the 
question arises: What is that near at hand which he sees, and that far off 
which he does not see? ‘The first expression is generally understood as ap- 
plying to earthly, and the second to heavenly things. Hofmann, on the other 
hand, explains: “he sees only what is present to him: that he is a member 
of the Christian Church; but how he has become so, that lies outside his 
horizon.” Here, however, the first thought is purely imported, and the 
second has only an apparent justification in the clause which follows. — 
AnOnv AaBdv). Gn. dey. equal to oblitus; Vulgate: oblivionem accipiens; cf. 
dnouvnow AaBov, 2 Tim. i. 5 (cf. Joseph., Ant. ii. vi. 9; Wetstein, Losner, 
Krebs, in loc.); taken strictly, the translation is: “having received the 276n.” 
Hofmann justly remarks: that this aoristic clause is not only co-ordinate 
with the preceding, but is added to it by way of explanation. He is wrong, 
however, when he thinks\that it is intended to elucidate puuraiuv. By it 
the author refers not to the consequences (Steinfass, and formerly here), but 


1 Schott unwarrantably maintains, on the TW Ol YEpOvTES TOls KUWMACOVELY* Ta yap eyyds 
interpretation of ver. 8 here adopted, that the Ly OpHvTEs Ta TOppwHOEv BAr€rovoL. 
translation must be, ‘‘ he becomes blind.” 8 TupdAds puwmdgwy is dicitur, qui ideo 
2 Aristotle interprets sec. 81: wuwmagov- caecus est, quia sponte claudit oculos, ut ne 
TES: Ol EK yeveTHS Ta MeV eyyus |BAEemoVTES, TA 5E videat. 
é amoaTacews OVX OpwrTes* évaytia SE TaTXOU- 
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rather to the reason of the blindness, or, more strictly, short-sightedness, 
which manifests itself in the want of the Christian graces. Dietlein arbi- 
trarily emphasizes this forgetting as a voluntary act. This is justified neither 
by the expression itself nor by the connection of thought. —rov «abapsouod 
Tov maka avTod Guaptnudtuv, “the (accomplished) cleansing from the former 
sins;” not as Winer formerly, in the fifth edition, p. 214, conjectured: “the 
purification, i.e., the removal of sins;” ef. Heb. i. 3. As méaa shows, kaéap. 
does not here mean a continuous (to be obtained by repentance perhaps, 
etc.), but a completed process. Not, however, the (ideal) xadapropdc of sins 
for the whole world of sinners, accomplished through Christ’s death on the 
cross ;—adrod is opposed to this; but the cleansing, i.e., forgiveness, pro- 
cured by the individual in baptism (thus to Briickner, Schott, Hofmann; 
Wiesinger less aptly applies it to the calling), so that maAa denotes the time 
preceding baptism; cf. 1 Cor. vi. 11. 

Ver. 10. Resumption of the exhortation. —6d udAdov]. 6&6 is usually 
taken as referring to the truth expressed in vv. 8, 9, and udAdov interpreted 
as equal to “all the more.” The meaning is, then: that this truth should 
still more incite to zeal (thus Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, etc.). Dietlein, 
on the other hand, takes udAdtov as “ushering in an antithesis,” equal to 
“rather;” thus also Hofmann. The former supplies the thought: “instead 
of following a virtueless endeavor after a so-called éxiyvwou,” for which, 
however, in the context there is no warrant. The latter more correctly 
applies it to what immediately precedes, in this sense, “the readers should 
do the opposite of that which Peter calls a forgetting that they have received 
the pardon of sin.”? That the particle wadAov frequently expresses an an- 
tithesis, cannot be denied; cf. 1 Cor. v. 2: but as little ean it be questioned 
that it may serve to express intensification; ef. Meyer on 2 Cor. vii. 7. In 
this way both interpretations are possible. Still that which is usually given 
appears to be preferable, inasmuch as it seems more natural to apply the 
very significant thought of this verse to vv. 8, 9, than only to the subordi- 
nate idea immediately preceding. — ddeA¢oi makes the exhortation more 
urgent. — onovddoate . . . motsioa]. The exhortation here points back to 
ver. 5: omovdnv m. mapetoevéyx. The relations of kAjow and éxdoyf are thus 
stated by Gerhard: vocaTio, qua in tempore ad regnum gratiae vocati estis ; 
ELECTIO, qua ab ueterno ad regnum gloriae electi estis; in like manner Wie- 
singer, Fronmiiller, etc.; cf. Liinemann also on 1 Thess. i. 4. But éxdoyy 
can also denote the election effected by the «Ajou, i.e., the separation of 
those who are called from the world, and the translation of them into the 
kingdom of God. And this latter view is supported not only by the position 
in which the two ideas stand to each other, but by the connection of thought 
(Grotius, Briickner, Schott, Hofmann) ;? for the summons @eGaiav roveiobar 
can apply only to something which has been realiter accomplished in man, 


1 Hofmann interprets 5.6 in harmony with | 2 Grotius: “date operam, ut et vocatio 
his conception of ver.2: ‘for this reason, quae vobis contigit per evangelium et electio 
because he only, who is possessed of the afore- eam secuta, qua facti estis Dei populus, ratae 
named graces, is capable of putting his knowl- sint.” 


edge into practice.” 


/ 
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not to the decree of God in itself unchangeable and eternal. For this reason 
Calvin feels himself compelled unwarrantably to paraphrase omovd, BB... . 
noicba by: studete ut re ipsa testatum fiat, vos non frustra vocatos esse, imo 
electos.1— For BeGaiar, cf. Heb. iii. 6, 14. The making sure takes place 
then, when the Christians, by a conduct such as is directed in vv. 5, 8, do 
their part to remain the called and elected people; the opposite of this is 
expressed in ver. 9.— The reading: iva dia tov Kaddv iuov épywv BeG., «.7.2., 
reproduces the thought in substance correctly. —ravta yap moodvtec]. 
refers not to the foregoing virtues, as Hofmann thinks, but to that which 
immediately precedes; “‘the plural shows that the apostle considered this 
making sure a very many-sided act” (Dietlein). — ov wy mraicnré nore]. mraiewv 
means in Jas. ii. 10, iii. 2, “to offend” (Vulg.: non peccabitis); here as in 
Rom. xi. 11, “to forfeit salvation;” thus also Hofmann. It is unjustifiable 
to combine the two ideas (De Wette: “to fall, and so to fail of salvation”). 
The double negation od wy, and the moré placed at the end, strengthen the 
statement. 

Ver. 11. oftw ydp]. Resumption of the raita mowivrec ; Dietlein’s inter- 
pretation is erroneous: “precisely when ye in all humility renounce every 
arrogant striving after distinction;” for there is no reference here to any 
such striving. —dovoiuc éeriyopnyndnoeta tiv 7 etoodoc eic, x.7.A.]. The con- 
junction of éicodoc and mAovotwe émcxopnyndjoera 18 Surprising. It is incorrect 
to attribute to nAovoiwe a meaning different from that which it always has 
(thus Grotius: promptissimo Dei affectu; Augusti: ‘in more than one way”). 
It is, however, also erroneous to make move. émyop. apply not to eicodog itself, 
but to the condition which is entered upon after the ¢cicodoc, “the higher 
degree of blessedness” (De Wette).? émizop. represents the entrance into the 
eternal kingdom of Christ as a gift; mdovoiuc as a gift abundantly, in so far 
as that entrance is not in any way rendered difficult, or even hindered; the 
opposite is the woduc, 1 Pet. iv. 18. Schott is not quite accurate in applying 
maovoiwg to the “secure certainty of the entrance.’ Wiesinger adopts both 
the interpretation of Gerhard: diviles erilis in pnaemiis coelestibus, and that of 
Bengel: ut quasi cum triumpho intrare possitis. Dietlein here inaptly brings 
in with émyopny. “the conception of a chorus in solemn procession.” It is 
to be noted that as émyopnyjcare, ver. 5, points back to dedwpyra in ver. 4, so 
does this éxcyopnynbqoera here to énvyopnynoate. The Christian’s gift in return 
must correspond with the gift of God, and the return-gift of God again with 
that of the Christian. 

Ver. 12. 66, not “therefore, because the whole duty consists precisely in 
the not forgetting” (Dietlein), for no expression was given to any such 
thought here, but “because to him alone,’ who in the supplying of virtues 


TAUTG 


the way that is treated of, but merely the ad- 


1 Besser too is wrong: ‘the apostle exhorts 
mission (or, more correctly, the entrance) to it. 


in these words, that what is stable with God, 


be also stable with us.”’ 

2 Steinfass: ‘* This passage treats of the 
way, of the admission to it, and not of the 
blessedness which awaits the believer at the 
endof it.” He is right, only that it is not even 


+ Tofmann takes exception to this “only,” 
wrongly, for although the apostle merely says, 
‘that he who would live up to his exhortations 
would undoubtedly find an entrance open to 
the everlasting kingdom of Christ,” still that 
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reaches an ever more complete knowledge of Christ, is an entrance into the 
everlasting kingdom of Christ ministered. — yeA2q0w]. The same form else- 
where only in Matt. xxiv. 6; De Wette interprets it here: “I will ever have 
a care;” Schott translates: “I will always be in the position;” but there 
is nothing which renders necessary here a translation different from that in 
the other passage. Hofmann justly says that it is a cireumlocution for the 
future of tromprpocew, as in Matt. for dxodev, and that dei must be joined 
with yeA2jo0. — Luther, following the Rec. ob« dueAjaw: “therefore I will 
not cease.” — rep? robrwr, i.e., of all that which has been already mentioned. 
It is not to be limited to any one thing; and therefore not, with De Wette, 
to “the kingdom of God and its future;” nor, with Wiesinger, to “the 
manifestation of faith in its fruits;” and still less can roérwv be understood, 
with Hofmann, of the virtues mentioned in vy. 5-7. In this verse the author 
promises his readers that he will dei, i.e., at every time, as the opportunity 
presented itself (Hofmann in all probability incorrectly: “when I address 
you”), remind them of this. By what means, is not said; but that he does 
not refer to this epistle, is shown by the so strongly expressed future. — xaizep 
eidétac]. Calvin: Vos quidem, inquit, probe tenetis, quaenam sit evangelii veritas, 
neque vos quasi fluctuantes confirmo, sed in re tanta monitiones nunquam sint 
supervacuae: quare nunquam molestae esse debent. Simili excusatione utitur 
Paulus ad Rom., xv. 14. Cf. also 1 John ii. 21; Jude 5.— kal éornprypévove 
év TH Tapotan GAndeia, “and made firm, i.e., are firm in,” etc.; not “although ye 
are supported, i.e., have won a firm position by standing on the present 
truth” (Dietlein). é rH map, cand, is the complement of éornp., and states 
not the means by which, but the object in which, the readers have become 
firm. — rapotoy stands here in the same sense as Tod rapévtoc (that is, edayyeAiou) 
eic bude, Col.i.6.1 De Wette, with not quite strict accuracy, interprets mapotay 
as equal to rapadobeicn, Jude 8. Vorstius, Bengel, etc., incorrectly take it as 
referring to the fulfilment in the gospel of the Old-Testament promises; and 
Schott, instead of to truth in an objective sense, “to the relation of fellow- 
ship with God, in which they stood as Christians.” 

Vv. 18, 14. dixasov dé Hyotuar]. “I consider it right and reasonable” (Diet- 
lein: “as a duty”); cf. Phil. i. 7; ver. 14 states the reason. — 9’ dcov eit év 
TOOTH TH OKNVOAT/]. oKyvaua, like oxjvoc, 2 Cor. v. 1, “ the tabernacle,” a figura- 
tive designation of the human body; cf. Wisd. ix. 15: 7d yedde¢ oxjvoc. 
There can hardly be here any direct reference to the nomadic life in tents 
(Hornejus). — cveyepew dude év bropvqoer, “to stir you up by reminding you, i.e., 
to encourage you.”’ ‘The same combination takes place in chap. iii. 1; dueyei- 
pew is to be found elsewhere only in the Gospels, and there in its strict 
signification. — év brouvgcee points back to brouyuvgonew in ver. 12, which, in 
the aim of it, dueyeipew serves to define more nearly. In De Wette’s opinion, 
these words are written with special reference to the advent of Christ; but 
there is nothing to indicate any such limitation of them. It cannot, with 


is as much as to say that he who does not do so 1 Steinfass says : “* The antithesis to rapovon 
will not find that entrance; consequently the is Peter’s absence;” it is hardly probable that 
‘‘only” is understood of itself. the writer thought of this antithesis, 
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Dietlein, be concluded that this letter is linked on to the First Epistle of 
Peter, from the circumstance that in 1 Pet. v. 8, 9, yenyopnoate is to be found 
followed by orepeoi.— Ver. 14. eidadc, “since I know,” gives the reason for 
the dicaov jyoiua, ver. 138. — br ray dori 4 amdbEou Tov oKNVOUATOC uov]. The 
expression d7ofeow is to be explained by “a mingling of the figure of a 
garment and that of a tent“ (De Wette). — ray is taken by most commen- 
tators (as also by Wiesinger and Briickner) to mean “soon.” Accordingly 
some (De Wette, Fronmiiller, and others) think that in the subsequent 
words the writer does not refer to the prediction of Christ contained in John 
xxl. 18 ff., but to a later revelation vouchsafed to Peter (such as is men- 
tioned by Hegesippus, De Excid. Jerosolym., iii. 2, and by Ambrose, Ep. 83) ; 
but Bengel already translated rayvy éorw correctly by repentina est: observ- 
ing: Praesens; qui diu aegrotant, possunt alios adhuc pascere. | Crux id Petro 
non erat permissura. Ideo prius agit, quod agendwn erat.1, In chap. ii. 1 also; 
taxwog means “sudden, swift” (Vulg., velox), not “soon.” Peter says here 
that he will end his life by a sudden (i.e., violent) death; so too Steinfass, 
Schott, Hofmann; the adjective rayiy states, not the time, but the manner 
of the arédeoc. Accordingly the assumption of a later revelation has no 
foundation in this passage.?— The particle xa: after «adwc, for the most part 
left unnoticed, shows that the words xaddc, «.7.4., are added in confirmation 
of Peter’s certainty as to his sudden death, equivalent to “even as indeed.” 
With édnAwoer, ef. 1 Pet. i. 11. 

Ver. 15. crxovdaow d nai, “but I will, moreover, also zealously take care, 
that.”’ «xa connects this sentence with ver. 13; it belongs to onzovducw, not to 
what follows. —éxacrote], dm. Aey., “on every occasion,” quotiescunque usus 
venerit (Bengel); it belongs to éyev, «.7.2., and must not: be connected with 
orovdaow, —éxew tuac ... noteccba]. The construction of azovddfer with the 
accus. cum inf. only here; éyew with the infinitive means, “to be able.” — 
Thy uvhunv rotetoba, here only, “to call up the memory (recollection) of this,”’ 
that is, in you, similarly wvecav moeiodar (Rom. i. 9; Eph. i. 16, etc.).— 
rourwv as in ver. 12. Dietlein, altogether arbitrarily, understands it of the 
memory of the history of Christ as He appeared in the flesh. — Peter prom- 
ises to his readers, that as it was his intention in ver. 12 to remind them of 
the truths stated in vv. 3-11, he would also endeavor that after his death 
they should always be able to remember them. By what meaus he would 
do this, is in this passage as little stated as in the ueAAnow . . . tude broumuray- 
oxew, ver. 12. The reference here is not to the first and second epistles; % 
this in like manner is opposed by the future omovdaow. The words 62 xai 
following on omovdicw seem to imply that the author would do something 


1 Besser: ‘The Lord had communicated to 3 Dictlein: ‘ Peter finds it necessary, in the 
- him that a quick and sudden putting-off of the first place, to stir up their remembrance during 
tabernacle of the body awaited him.” his lifetime, and secondly, to secure it for the 


2 Even if rayuvy meant “soon,” it would time after his death; he wishes to provide for 
not be necessary to understand this here; for the latter also, at all times, i.e., he will not stop 
as John xxi. 18 expressly says, drav d€ yepaons, short at the epistle he has already written, but 
Peter could, 1f writing this epistle in his old will make use of the present opportunity for 
age, appeal to those words of Christ as cor- writing a second.” 
roborating his expectation of a speedy death. 
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else besides the brouiuvioxew, whereby his readers after his death would be 
put in a position to remember what he had now written to them. This 
additional something may, however, be regarded as the éyew tuac. . . THY 
routay prnunv roveicba itself in relation to tudc broumuvnoner ; that is to say, the 
latter states what he, the former what ‘hey, should do. It is most probable 
that the author in peAAjow brouprnoxe and onovddaw expresses his intention 
of continuing for the future also to write to his readers as time and oppor- 
tunity presented themselves. It is entirely arbitrary to take the promise as 
referring to copies of his letters (De Wette), or to the composition of the 
Gospel of Mark, which is supposed to have been done under Peter’s super- 
intendence (Michaelis, Pott, Fronmiiller, etc.), or to the appointing of faithful 
teachers, cf. 2 Tim. ii. 2. 

Ver. 16. ob ytie cecoprouévors pidorg eaxoAovOnoavtec]. yap shows that this 
‘verse, in which allusion is made to the erroneous teachers, gives the reason 
for the oxovdaow. The connection of thought is perfectly plain, so soon as it 
is observed that all that has gone before has been said in close relation to 
the “promises” (ver. 4).—ceoogiousvore pido, Luther inexactly: “clever 
fables; ’ cogifev means in 2 Tim. iii. 15, “to make wise;” this meaning 
is inappropriate here; in the classics it occurs in the sense, ‘‘ to contrive 
cleverly;” thus Aristophanes, Mub. 543: det xavic ideac copifouar; accordingly 
cecod, pido are “cleverly contrived fables :” Pott: fabulae ad decipiendos homi- 
num animos artificiosae excogitatae alque exornatae; + ef. chap.1. 3, macro? Aoyou 
The interpretation of Aretius is, on the other hand, incorrect: fabulae falsam 
habentes sapientiae et veritalis speciem. The expression pid is to be found in 
the N. T. only here and in the Pastoral Epistles. As the author makes no 
special allusion of the kind, it is at least doubtful if he refers to any definite 
myths; either those of the heathen with reference to the appearances of the 
gods upon earth (Oecumenius, Estius, Bengel, ete.), or to those of the Gnos- 
tics as to the emanation of the aeons (Dietlein), or to the Gnostic myth of 
the Sophia (Baur), or to the apocryphal legends of the birth and childhood 
of Christ, especially in the Ev. Infantiae Jesu (Jachmann), or to false myths 
as to Christ embellished in the spirit of the Jewish Messianic beliefs (Semler), 
or “apocryphal, didactic, and historical traditions, as these were appended by 
a later Judaism to the histories of the O. T., especially to the most ancient” 
(Schott, similarly Steinfass), or to the practice of heathen lawgivers, who, 
according to Josephus, appropriated to themselves the fables of popular 
belief, borrowing from them their accounts of the gods (Hofmann). The 
words express, indeed, an antithesis, but this is of an entirely general kind; 
either in order to bring out that the apostolic preachers are not like those 


1 Dietlein thinks that the expression ceco- employed so as to contain the secondary mean- 
dtopevors Contains a double reproach, i.e., not ing of cleverness (see Pape, s.v.) ; consequently 
only by the termination «ew, but also in as far | Hofmann is wrong in rendering gecopiapevos 
as the word copia means what is bad; howeyer, simply by “conceived,” asserting that the 
the termination cgew is by no means always word means nothing else. Cf. with our pass- 
used in a bad sense, nor does coca in itself age, Josephus, Antig., prooem, 4: oi wév dAAot 
mean what is bad, except only in connection vomo0eTat Tots pveois éfaxodovOnoavres TOV 
with rod kogmov sovtov (1 Cor. i. 20), avOpwrivy avOpwrivwv amapTnuatwr cis TOUS Beovs TO oyw 
(1 Cor. ii. 13), ete. Besides, copigery is mostly THY avoxUYynY weTeOnoaY, K.T.A, : : 
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others who seek the support of myths,— perhaps with special reference to 
the false teachers alluded to in chaps. ii. and iii., — or, what is less probable, 
in order to meet the reproaches of these teachers (Wiesinger), and the 
contrast serves to give the more prominence to the positive statement. — 
éEaxodovejoavrec]. The verb, besides here, only in chap. ii. 2 and 15. The 
preposition 2g does not precisely indicate the error (Bengel), but only the 
going forth from a particular point; in common usage, however, this second- 
ary meaning often entirely recedes; ef. the passage below, quoted from 
Josephus, Ant., prooem. §4. By this negative statement the author denies 
not only that his message was based on myths, but that in it he followed a 
communication received from others (Schott). — éyvwpioapuev byiv riv tov kup. 
nu. 1. Xp. dovauwv x. mapovoiay]. Several interpreters understand this of the 
First Epistle of Peter; in which case the plural is surprising, for the author 
had already spoken of himself in the singular. Hofmann’s objection to this 
view is, that although in his former epistle Peter refers to the power and 
coming of Christ, he did not first make it known to the readers. But the 
passages 1 Cor. xv. 1 and Gal. i. 11 show that yvupige may also be used of 
a proclamation, the substance of which had already been communicated 
to those to whom it was made. Many commentators take the words as 
referring to the whole preaching of the apostles, understanding iyiv, not of 
the readers specially, but of the Gentile Christians generally; thus Wie- 
singer, and more decidedly Hofmann. It must be observed, however, in 
opposition to this, that yevydévrec and the subsequent jyeic pxoboauev must 
refer to the same subject as éyvwpicauev. The most probable explanation is, 
that the author, remembering that he was not the only witness of the trans- 
figuration, passed from the singular to the plural, and in so doing made use 
of tuiv in its extended sense. — rapovoia is not here the nativitas Christi, His 
human birth (Vatablus, Erasmus, Hornejus, Pott, Jachmann, etc.), nor 
“His presence during the time He appeared on earth” (Schmid); but, in 
harmony both with the N. T. usage (chap. iii. 4; Matt. xxiv. 3, 27; 1 Cor. 
xv. 23; 1 Thess. ii. 19, etc.) and the connection of thought (vv. 4, 17, iil. 4): 
the return of Christ to judgment (Estius, Semler, Knapp, Dietlein, De Wette- 
Brickner, Hofmann, and the more modern interpreters generally).1 diva, 
however, denotes the fulness of might of the glorified Lord, as it will be 
more especially revealed in His rapovoia. It is not correct to combine both 
ideas into one, and with Hornejus to explain, potens adventus; or with 
Bengel, majestas praesentissima. — Ad’ émontat... weyaaernroc]. An antithesis, 
affirmatively stated, to what goes before. émémrnc, dm. Aey. (1 Pet. ii. 12, 
iii. 2: éxortew), is the term. techn. for him who had reached the highest 
degree of initiation into the Eleusinian mysteries. Keeping to this, Bengel 
_ here interprets, ad intima arcana admissi; De Wette, too, thinks that the 
expression has here the secondary meaning of being initiated, of intimacy. 
It is no doubt chosen purposely with reference to the fact that the weyadedrnc 
of Christ, which Peter and the other two disciples beheld, was a mystery 


1 Fronmiiller only interprets: ‘‘ His ap- along with His expected appearance in 
pearing with miraculous powers in the flesh, glory.” ’ 
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hidden from the others. Grotius, Pott, and others take it as synonymous 
with airénrnc, Luke i. 2. The connection demands that érémra: yevnbévrec 
should be referred to the fact of the transfiguration (ver. 17). Hofmann is 
wrong in supposing that Peter here thought of the appearance of the risen 
One and His ascension. The assertion is refuted not only by the close con- 
nection in which ver. 17 stands to this verse, but by the word yeyaAedrne, 
which in no sense is expressive only of “greatness.” As the form in which 
Jesus showed Himself to His disciples after His resurrection was the same 
as that in which they had seen Him before it, they were not then in any 
way érérrae of his peyadedryc; nor is there the slightest hint that there is 
here allusion to any fact other than that mentioned in the following verse. 
— ric éxsivov peyarelitnroc, that is, the glory in which at His transfiguration 
Christ showed Himself to the three disciples. Incorrectly, Calvin: exemplum 
unum prae aliis eligit memorabile, in quo Christus coelesti gloria ornatus con- 
spicuam divinae magnificentiae speciem tribus discipulis praebuit. The apostle 
rather regards the transfiguration glory of Christ as the type—and there- 
fore the proof —of the glory of Christ at His rapovoia. 

Ver. 17. AaSav yap... doar]. yap, “that is;” explanation of the imme- 
diately preceding: érémra: yevndévtec. The participle does not require any 
such supplement as 4 or ériyyave, nor is it put instead of the finite verb. 
For the principal thought is, not that Christ was transfigured, but that Peter 
was a witness of this transfiguration, which was typical of the divawe kat 
mapovoia of Christ. The finite verb belonging to the participle Aa3év is 
wanting. Its absence is most naturally accounted for by supposing that 
the addition of gwvic évexdetons, «.7.2., caused the author to forget to notice 
that he had not written fAa8e yap. How after writing 2a8év he intended to 
proceed, cannot be definitely said; what is wanting, however, must be sup- 
plied from that which goes before, not from what follows. Winer, p. 330 _ 
(E. T., 851), incorrectly supplies the necessary complement from ver. 18, — 
since he says that Peter should have continued jude eiye taitny tiv gwrdv dKob- 
cavrac, or in a similar manner. But it is still more arbitrary to borrow the 
supplement from ver. 19 (as is done by Dietlein and Schott). — rapa geod 
matpéc]. mati is applied here to God in His relation to Christ, with refer- 
ence to the subsequent 6 vide uov. — ryuyv Kai ddfav]. “Honor and glory,” as 
in Rom. ii. 7,10; dofa denotes not the brightness of Christ’s body at the 
transfiguration (Hornejus, Gerhard, etc.; Steinfass would understand both 
expressions of the shining figure of Christ). Hofmann is unwarranted in 
finding in Aa86y, «.7.A,, @ confirmation of his opinion that it is the resurrec- 
tion and ascension that are here referred to, inasmuch as God first conferred 
honor and glory upon Christ, by raising Him from the dead and exalting ~ 
Him. To this it may be said that by every act of God which testified to 
His glory, Christ received tiv} xai doga, i.e., “honor and praise.” — gwving 
évexbeionc ubta Touiode States through what Christ received “honor and praise: ” 
the expression gwv géperai tu, here only; Luke ix. 35, 36, gary yiyverac; so 
also Mark i. 11; Luke iii. 22 (cf. John xii. 28, 30); a7, the dative of direc- 
tion, not “in honorem ejus” (Pott). —imd rio peyadonperode ddénc]. tnd is 
neither equivalent to “accompanied by” (Wahl), nor to “from ... out of” 
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(Winer, fifth edition, p. 442 f.): the preposition, even where in local rela- 
tions it inclines to these significations, always maintains firmly its original 
meaning, “under;” here, as generally in passives, it signifies “by;” thus, 
too, Winer, sixth edition, p. 330, seventh, 346 (E. T., 368): “when this 
voice was borne to Him by the sublime Majesty.” % ueyadonperic (tim. dey.) 
dééa means neither heaven nor the bright cloud (Matt. xvii. 5) ;} it is rather 
a designation of God Himself (Gerhard, De Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger, 
Fronmiiller, Hofmann); similarly as, in Matt. xxvi. 64, God is called by 
the abstract expression 7 divayic. With ueyadonperc, cf. Deut. xxxiii. 26, 
LXX. — obrd¢ éorw 6 vid¢ pov 6 ayarnréc]. So in Matthew; only with the 
addition abrot dxotere, and instead of eic 6v: “év G,” In Mark ix. 7 and Luke 
ix. 35 (where, instead of dyamyréc, there is “éxAeAeypévoc”), the words éic¢ dv 
éyo ebddxyoa are entirely wanting. The reading adopted by Tisch. 7: 6 vlo¢ 
pov 6 ayatnréoc wou obtéc tort, corresponds to none of the accounts in the Gos- 
pels; cf. with it the O. T. quotation from Isa. xlii. 1 in Matthew (chap. 
xii. 18): 6 matic pov... 6 dyamnro¢ mov, ic bv evdoKnoev 4 puxn uov. — The con- 
struction of eidoxeiy with eic does not occur elsewhere in the N. T.; there is 
no warrant for the assertion that ei¢ points “to the historical development 
of the plan of salvation” (!) (Dietlein). 

Ver. 18. kat rabrqv .. . évexdeicav; the author is anxious to show promi- 
nently that he has been an ear-witness of thatdivine voice, as well as an 
eye-witness of the peyadedrnc of Christ. — 2 ovpavor évex. is added by way 
of emphasis, in order to lay stress on the fact that Christ received that 
testimony directly from heaven. —év ro dpe td dyiw]. From the epithet 
7@ dy» it must not, with Grotius, be concluded that the reference here is 
to the hill on which the temple stood, and that what is alluded to is not 
the transfiguration, but the incident recorded in John xii. 28. Without 
any reason, De Wette asserts that that epithet (instead of which Matt. 
xvii. 1 has spydov) betrays a view of the case more highly colored with 
the belief in miracles than that of the apostles, and belonging to a later 
period; Calvin already gives the correct interpretation: montem SANCTUM 
appellat, qua ratione terra sancta dicitur, in qua Mosi Deus apparuit; quo- 
cunque enim accedit Dominus, ut est fons omnis sanclitatis, praesentiae suae 
odore omnia sanctificat ; Dietlein: “the ‘in the holy’ is added, not to desig- 
nate the mountain, but in order to distinguish it on account of this event; ” 
so, too, Briickner and the modern commentators ‘generally. 

Ver. 19. kai gyousv BeBatorepov Tov mpodnTiKdv Aoyor, “and we have as one more 
stable (surer) the word of prophecy.” The second testimony for the glory of 
Christ in His second coming is “the word of prophecy.” This Luther under- 
stands to mean the “gospel;” Griesbach: “New Testament prophecies ;” 
Erasmus: “the heavenly testimony mentioned in ver. 18.” But the connec- 
tion with what follows shows that it is the Old-Testamént promises which 
are here meant. On the singular Bengel rightly says: Mosis, Esaiae et 


1 Schott, indeed, interprets t6 correctly, the manifestation which God gave of Him- 
but yet thinks that rs weyaad. ddéys means the self” (1). 
cloud; ‘‘ not indeed the cloud in itself, but as 
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omnium prophetarum sermones unum sermonem sibi undequaque constantem fa- 
ciunt ; non jam singularia dicta Petrus profert, sed universum eorum testimonium 
complectitur ; only that here reference is made specially to the promise with 
regard to the dvvayc Kal mapovoia of Christ. — The expression pogyrucde, 
besides here, only in Rom. xvi. 26: ypagai npopyrixai. — The article rév marks 
this as a definite prophecy, well known to the readers. With regard to it 
the author says + &youev BeBadrepov; for the force of BéBaoc, cf. especially Rom. 
iv. 16; Heb. ii. 2,9, 17; 2 Cor. i. 6. Bearepov is neither to be connected 
directly with the object, nor is the comparative to be taken as synonymous 
with the positive or with the superlative. Luther, trebly inaccurate: “ we 
have a stable prophetic word.” — How then is: the comparative to be ex- 
plained? Oecumenius says, by the relation in which the fulfilment stands 
to the promise, in this sense, that the truth of the latter is confirmed by the 
former, and that accordingly the prophetic word has now become more sure 
and stable than it was formerly (thus, too, Fronmiiller). But the promise 
here in question still awaits its fulfilment. De, Wette’s view is more suit- 
able. According to it, the comparative is put with reference to the event 
“ mentioned in vv. 17, 18, so that the thought would be, “and the prophetic 
word is more stable to us (now) from the fact that we saw and heard that” 
(thus, too, Schmidt, II., p. 213, Briickner, Dietlein, Schott.)1 Wiesinger 
combines this view with that of Oecumenius. There are objections to this 
view; De Wette himself raises them: (1) That any more precise allusion to 
this sense by a viv or an éx robrov is wanting; (2) That in what follows, the 
thought stated is neither held fast nor developed. These, however, are 
easily removed, when it is considered that there is no intention here of giving 
prominence to the point of time, and that in what follows the reference is 
precisely to the prophetic word confirmed by the above-mentioned fact; cf. 
Brtickner. It is incorrect to take the comparative here as implying that the 
word of prophecy is placed higher than something else, for this could only 
be that event mentioned in vv. 16, 17.2 But the very stress laid on it and 
on the érénrae yevndévres the éxeivov ueyadevdryroc, is opposed to this view. How 
inappropriate would it be, if in comparison with it the word of prophecy 
should be brought prominently forward as more stable and sure! The 
nominative to éyouev is not the apostles generally (against Hofmann), hardly 
either can it be Peter and his readers; but, as the close connection of this 
verse with what precedes shows, the subject to éyouev is no other than that 
to qxotcauer. The author does not, indeed, here appeal to any of Christ’s 
own prophecies of His second coming. But this is to be explained, not by 
assuming that these were unknown to him, nor because “the rapid succes- 
sion of the advent on the destruction of Jerusalem, foretold in them, had 
not taken place” (De Wette), but simply because the writer’s aim here was 
to point to the testimonies regarding Christ and what related to Him (and 


1 Hofmann, too, interprets thus, only that 2 Steinfass, indeed, thinks that the dot are 
he looks upon the fact, by which the word of referred to; Gerhard has already proved the 
prophecy is made ‘‘ more sure,” not as being incorrectness of this assumption. 

Christ’s transfiguration, with the divine testi- 
mony, but His resurrection and ascension. 
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thus not to those of Christ Himself) (thus, too, Briickner). —6 «adic movire 
mpooéxovrec, “ whereunto to take heed, ye do well,” as Heb. ii. 1: “to give heed 
to something with a believing heart.” The searching into the word of 
prophecy is only the consequence of this. The same construction of «a2. 
noeiy cum part., Acts x. 33; Phil. iv. 14; 3 John 6.1—6é¢ Abyvw gaivovte tv 
abyunop tor]. The comparative particle éc points to the nature and signifi- 
cance of the Adyoc mpod.; it is in the sphere of spiritual life, the same as a 
Aéxvoc in the outward world of sense. — gaivov7i, not qui lucebat (Bengel) ; it 
is rather the present, an attribute of Avyyw,  abyynpdc (dn. Aey.), literally, 
“parched, dry,” then “ dirty, dingy ” (opposed to Aaunpoc, Arist., De Colorib.). 
It is used with the latter meaning here. | abyunpdc tomoc has indeed been 
explained as a desert, or a “place overrun with wild scragey wood ” (Hof- 
mann); but this would make sense only if the idea of darkness or night 
were added in thought (as by Steinfass), for which, however, there is still 
no warrant. —éw¢ ob juépa dtavyaoy]. éw¢ ob (generally construed with dv), 
¢c. conj. aorist, expresses the duration of the act until the arrival of a future 
event which is looked upon as possible; that is, “until the day breaks,” etc., 
not “until the day shall have dawned” (De Wette), cf. Matt. x. 11, 23, 39 if, 
Some commentators (Bengel, etc., Schott, too, and Hofmann) join éw¢ ob 
with @oivov7.; incorrectly; it belongs rather to mpocéyovrec, which in the con- 
text has the accent. Taken with garvovr it would be a somewhat superfluous 
adjunct, if it be not at the same time applied, according to the thought, to 
mpooéyovrec, aS is done by Dietlein, though without any linguistic justifica- 
tion. — dcavydtew, am. Aey., used frequently in the classics of the break of day, 
when the light shines through the darkness; Polyb. iii. 104; dua ro dvavyacve. 
—kal gwoddpo¢ avareiay]. dwoddpoc, an. Aey., is not meant to designate the sun 
(Hesychius, Knapp, etc.), but the morning star; many interpreters (Besser, 
etc.) incorrectly understand by it Christ. The adjunct kai gwoddpoc avareiay 
serves only further to complete the picture—that of the morning which 
precedes the full day. —év raic xapésatc dudv belongs not to mpocexovrec (Schott), 
far removed from it, to which it would form a somewhat dragging supple- 
ment; nor is it to be taken with the subsequent roiro mpdrov yewwoxovrec (Iof- 
mann). For, on the one hand, the observation that the reference here is to 
a heart knowledge, would have a meaning only if yudoxovres contained an 
exhortation to‘such knowledge; and, on the other, the position of the words 
is opposed to this connection. Consequently éy rai¢ xapdiaue can be joined 
only with the clause immediately preceding éu¢ of, «.7.4.(De Wette-Briickner, 
Wiesinger, Fronmiiller). As to the reference of the figure, commentators 
are much divided among themselves. De Wette understands abyunpdc rorog 
of “the time previous to Christianity, which still continues for those who 
were not in the faith, and to whom the readers belonged.” But opposed to 


1 Joseph., Ant., xi. 6, 12: ols (ypdpmace 
*Audvov) Toijoate Kadds wn TpoTEeXOVTES. 

2 Hofmann’s entirely unwarranted asser- 
tion, ‘It is in vain to appeal to the fact, that 
in Aristotle avxunpds occurs as antithesis to 
Aapumpos; the antithesis to Aaumpdv there is 
dAaumes; on the other hand, avxpunpds, in its 


original meaning of ‘dry,’ is antithetical to 
otiABov;” is contradicted by the passage itself 
to which he appeals, and which runs thus: 
mrovet 68 Suahopay Kai TO Aajmpov H oTLABov elvac 
To puyvipevoy  TovvayTiov avxunpdy Kat 
ddapmés (Arist.: wept xpwudtwy; Becker, II, 
793); and bow should or:ABos mean ‘ wet” ? 
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this is the fact that in vv. 1, 12, the author speaks of his readers as believing — 
Christians. Gerhard (with whom Briickuer formerly concurred) takes the 
reference to be to the former condition of the readers, when as yet they did 
not believe. Against this, however, is the present @ KaAd¢ moveite npooéy. 
The only adequate meaning to attach to rémo¢ aixu, is, the world in its 
present condition (Wiesinger, Briickner, in the third edition of De Wette’s 
Commentary). “The world is the dark place which is illumined only by the 
light of the divine (more precisely, the prophetic) word; therefore the Chris- 
tians do well to give heed to this word, since otherwise they would be in 
darkness. In taking exception to this view, Hofmann says that it is “a 
mistake to identify the place where the light shines with that where those 
are for whom it is lit up.” In his view the meaning should be, that to 
him who looks into the final future, to which the prophetic word points, 
this word will perform a service similar to that of a light in a pathless 
region at night, —this service, namely, “that the believer does not stand 
helplessly before the future, which lies before us like a confusion which is 
enveloped in night.” But against this explanation it must be urged, that 
the figure employed by Peter would be appropriate only if the place in which 
the Avyvoc shines were compared with that in which the believers are, and 
that the reference to the uncertain future is purely imported. — The words 
&oc ob, k.7.A., Show that for the believer another condition of matters will 
commence. The time when the day dawns in the hearts of the Christians, 
and the morning star arises, and when consequently they can do without 
the light, has been variously determined. According to Dorner, it is “a 
time within the development of the Christian life in the individual; that 
time, namely, when what is matter of history shall become living knowl- 
edge, influencing entirely the whole life.”1 But such a separation of the 
development of the Christian life of his readers into two periods can the less 
be assumed here, that the author would thus accuse them of still possessing 
a purely outward Christianity, and it can hardly be supposed that he should 
have considered the word of prophecy as unnecessary for.the advanced Chris- 
tian. Early commentators already correctly applied the words to the parousia. 
It is erroneous, however, to understand them of that event itself, for with the 
advent the morning passes into the perfect day. The point of time which 
Peter has in view is that immediately preceding the second coming, the time 
when the onueiov of the Son of man appears (Matt. xxiv. 380), when believers 
are to lift up their heads becausextheir droditpwou draweth nigh (Luke xxi. 
28), when accordingly the mor oe av which ushers in the day shall arise 
in their hearts; similarly, Wiesingérthid Briickner.? 

Ver. 20. roiro mpotov ywéoxortec]. todro refers not to any thing said 
before, but to the clause following: éri, «7.4.3 ef. chap. ili. 3.— npdrov, i q., 


1 Lehre v. d. Pers. Christi, 2d ed. part I., the question remains, what that morning is 
p. 104, to which they refer. Schott, indeed, passes 
2 The difficulty of this verse is not dimin- lightly over this difficulty by saying: ‘It is 
ished by the connection of the words év r left to the reader to transfer this. metaphor 
kapd. vm. With mpocex., and of éws od  nucpa, correctly to the dawn of the future day of per- 
«.7.A., With daivovt. (Schott), since, if these fect consummation,” 
words éws o¥ are not to be almost meaningless, 
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mparov ravrwv, 1 Tim. ii. 1; erroneously, Bengel: prius quam ego dico, anglicé: 
“before that.” — ywdoxovrec: “whilst ye recognize, bring yourselves to the 
conscious knowledge that” (De Wette); cf. Jas. i. 3; Heb. x. 34. With- 
out any warrant Pott supplies Jé, and takes the participle as equivalent to 
“dei Ywooxev vuac;” the participle, as such, is rather to be joined closely 
to Kar. moeite mpovéy. By rovro mp. yev. the author directs the attention of his 
readers to the point to which they in their zpooéyew (ver. 19) should pay 
special attention; what that is, the words following say: 67 doa mpoonreia 

. ylvera; maoa ,.. ov is @ Hebraism for ovdeuia, cf. Rom. iii. 20; 1 Cor. 
1. 29, etc.  mpoonteta ypaozc is undoubtedly to be understood of the prediction 
of the Old Testament, either the prophecy contained in Scripture, or that to 
which the Scripture gives expression. For the construction of yvera c. gen., 
cf. Winer, p. 184 (E. T,, 195 f.); Buttm., p. 142 (E. T., 163) ; according to 
Baitmenn, the genitive ‘definition of the thing with eiva or yiveoda: frequently 
denotes a permanent attribute; thus here: prophecy is of such a kind that 
it, etc. ; the more precise definition depends on the meaning of the words 
idiac émiAvoewc. Instead of émaAvoewc, Grotius would read éxnAicewc, and Hein- 
lus, émeAeboewe; so that the sense would be, the npooyteia non est res proprii 
impetus s. instinclus; but these changes have been justly rejected by Wolf 
already as arbitrary. Not less unwarranted is it to understand, with Ham- 
mond, émAvow originally de emissione cursorwm e carceribus, deducing there- 
from the thought: that the prophets non a se, sed a Deo missi currerent, or, 
with Clericus, de solutione oris, or, with Lakemacher, to derive émavowc from 
émAevdw (éxépyouar), instead of from emaAdvev, thus obtaining the idea: that 
prophecy is not accessus proprie aut talis, quae virtute quadam mentis humanae 
propria et naturali proveniat et ad hominem quasi accedat (cf. Wolf, in loc.). 
The notion that ériAvore is equal to dissolutio! has been refuted already by 
Wolf. — émidvoie means solution, explanation, interpretation; thus Mark 
iv. 34, émdvew; Gen. x]. 8, Aquila, émAvopyevoc (15), étiAvare (JYD); Gen. 
xli. 12, LXX., according to some codd., ra évirrma judy, dvdpi cata 76 evi 
abtov énédvorr; Phil. De Vita Contempl., p. 901 A.— Almost all expositors 
understand émAvow¢ as the interpretation of the mpooyrea made aforetime; 
but idiac, however, has been variously applied: (1) It has been taken to refer 
to the mpoonreia itself; Werenfels (cf. Wolf): mpooneia obi Eyer THY Eavrng ém- 
Avow, that is, ob« émAbe. éavtAv; thus also Wahl, Dietlein, Brickner. The 
positive idea here to be supplied is: but “the interpretation is to be looked 
for only from God” (Brickner; Dietlein arbitrarily finds the further idea 
contained here, that prophecy must not be treated as allegory). (2) To the 
prophets theinselves; Oecumenius: jjdecav (oi tpopytal) uév Kai ovviecay Tov KaTa- 
TEULTOMEVOY QUTOIG TLOPNTIKOY AOdyov, Ov UEévTOL Kal THY éTLAvOLY avTOV ETOLODYTO (simi- 
larly, Knapp, De Wette); and the thought to be supplied here is: the 
interpretation is then not an easy, but a difficult, matter (De Wette: “the 
author makes this remark in order to excuse the difficulty of the interpreta- 
tion, and to take away the pretext for unbelief or scoffing”). (8) To the 


1 Hardt: ‘omnis promissio non est dissolutionis sed indissolubilis, immutabilis,” etc. ; 
similarly Storr, Opp. L. 3y1 ff. 
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readers or to man generally. This is the view most generally adopted; it 
is that of Beda, Erasmus, Luther, Aretius, Gerhard, Pott, Steiger, Schmid, 
Besser, Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann, etc,; and the positive thought to be 
supplied is: only the Holy Spirit can expound the prediction (Luther: “act 
accordingly, and do not think that you can interpret Scripture accordthg to 
your own reason or cunning; Peter has forbidden it; you are not to inter- 
pret; the Holy Spirit must interpret, or it must remain uninterpreted”). But 
opposed to all these interpretations is: (1) The necessity of supplying the 
positive thought which really contains the point of the remark, but to which 
the apostle does not give expression; (2) The connection of thought, accord- 
ing to which ver. 20 is subjoined as a confirmation of the ¢ kado¢ mouite mpo08- 
yovrec. If the thought here expressed were intended to give a caution with 
respect to the mpooéyerv, or to form, as Wiesinger says, a condition preliminary 
and necessary to it, this must in some way have been referred to. Besides, 
it must be noted that eiva or yivesbai, c. gen., implies a relation of depend- 
ence, and in such a way that the genitive denotes that on which something 
else depends.1_ Now, it may, indeed, be said that the “understanding” of 
prophecy, but not that prophecy itself, depends on the interpretation of it. 
The rendering, “ prophecy is not a matter of private interpretation ” (or even, 
“it does not permit of private interpretation,’ Hofmann), takes too little 
account of the force of the genitive.2 For these reasons é7iAvow must neces- 
sarily be understood rather of an “interpretation ’ on which the zpooyreia is 
based, on which it depends. But this is the explanation of the problematic 
future itself, or of the figure under which it presented itself to the prophets 
(thus, too, Gerlach and Fronmiller).2 The passage above cited makes the 
matter clear. Gen. xl. 8: the words in which Joseph predicted to the pris- 
oners what lay before them, form the mpogyrea; this presupposes an éridvaic, 
interpretation, of the dream by Joseph, and of this Joseph says that it be- 
longs to God. Thus, too, he speaks to Pharaoh: “the interpretation is not 
in me,” Gen. xli. 15,16; cf. Dan. chap. ii. — The thought accordingly is this: 
No prophecy of Scripture arises out of, or depends on, private (of him who 
utters the prophecy) interpretation of the future. Taken thus, the verse 
stands in close and correct connection both with what precedes, for it states 


1 Certainly, also, the above construction can 
merely express the relation of belonging to, as 
in Heb. xii. 11; but in that passage the ideas 
madera and xapas (Avrys) stand in an altogether 
different relation to each other, from that in 
which rpopyreca here stands to émaAvocs, 

2 Hofmann’s remark is indeed very apodic- 
tic, that ‘‘ the first of these counter reasons is 
null, and that accordingly the second is so too, 
because rovTo mpw@Tov y.wwaKovTes Means a per- 
ception, which must be combined with the 
attending to the word of prophecy, . . . buta 
perception, the substance of which could only 
be expressed negatively, because meant only 
to guard the prophecy against an interpreta. 
tion brought about by the couclusions of the 


individual intellect; but the objection to this 
is the same as that to the second counter reason 
above. If the author wished the rodro.,.. 
yivweokovtes to be understood in the sense of 
guarding against, he would at least have 
added a de. —It is not easy to understand why 
the author, if he had wished to express the 
thought which his words are supposed to con- 
tain, did not write, ore émiAvots mpopyretas ov 
yiveta cé avOpH7wy, or something similar. 

8 Bengel’s interpretation is similar: ‘ ézd- 
Avors dicitur interpretatio, qua ipsi prophetae 
res antea plane clausas aperuere mortalibus,” 
only that here no definite distiuetion is drawn 
between mpod. and émAvats. 
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why the Ady. mpog..is BéBatoc whereunto it is right to take heed, as unto a light in 
a dark place (namely, because it is based on no human interpretation); and 
at the same time with what follows, which serves to explain and confirm the 
thought (inasmuch as it more precisely defines the idea, and by the positive 
statement confirms the negation).* Brickner incorrectly, therefore, objects 
to this interpretation, that although it may be in harmony with ver. 21, it 
cannot with propriety be connected with ver. 19; and if Briickner and Wie- 
singer further urge against it that it arbitrarily supplies the object of éxiavauc, 
it must be replied, that object is rather supplied of itself out of the connec- 
tion with xpognreia. The present yiverac alone seems to be inappropriate, but 
this may be explained by supposing that the thought is conceived in the 
form of a general statement; this Brickner has recognized, whilst Wiesinger 
leaves it unnoticed.? 

Ver. 21. ob yap beAguatt avOpérov]. These words correspond with the pre- 
ceding idiac émiA. ob yivera; “nol from or by the will of a man;” cf. Jer. xxiii. 
26, LXX.: éwe more fota. . . Ev TH ToPyTEdvelv abtode Ta HEAHUaTa THe Kapdiac abTav. 
— nvéxOn mot? mpognteia]. Wulg.: allata est; the verb as in vv. 17, 18 (cf. also 
2 John 10). De Wette’s translation: “is delivered or uttered,” is inexact, 
inasmuch as the idea of a set discourse is not directly contained in the verb. 
Steinfass’s interpretation of poo. is wrong from a linguistic point of view: 
“ oift of prophecy.” — moré belongs closely to the negative oi, equal to “never.” 
The sense of the clause is, “the cause in which zpognreia has its origin is not 
the free will of man, determining itself thereto.” — dA’ id aveipatoc dyiov 
gepouevot, x.7.A.]. The form of this, which does not exactly correspond with 
that of the preceding clause, serves to bring into greater prominence the 
passivity of the prophets. — gepduevor: “borne along” (as by the wind, e.g., 
the ship was driven, Acts xxvii. 15,17). The impelling power is the mveiua 
dyov. Joseph., Ant., iv. 6, 5, says of Balaam: tw dew mvebuare. . . KeKevnuévoc ; 
cf. the expressions in the classics: deodopeicfar, beopdpntoc.® — éAaAnoav]. Hor- 
nejus: intellige tam voce, quam scripto. ‘‘Men it was who spoke; but their 
speaking had the active reason of its origin, and its starting-point, in God” 
(Schott). —4a7d Ocod dvOpwxo:]. In this expression, considered to be genuine, 

‘ and Ocov denotes the starting-point of the speaking: “men spoke from God.” 
The prophets are thus significantly called simply av@pura, in reference to the 
évopérov going before. They were but men; prophets they became only by 
the mvedua Ocod.4 The Rec. dyw Sod dvopwra is only a circumlocution for 


1 On the other hand, in the usual way of 
understanding this passage, ver. 21 is most 
inappropriately connected with ver. 20, since 
no explanation is given of the idea that the 
interpretation of the prophecy, because it is 

-not the work of man, can only be expected 
from the Holy Spirit. 

2 Steinfass thinks that the author refers to 
Daniel, chap. xii., and that émiAvots means the 
answer given in ver. 12 to Daniel’s question in 
vet. 8, by which the indefinite statement of 
time is definitely fixed. This singular opinion 


is, however, contradicted by the single ex- 
pression raca. 

3 Macrob. i. 23: ‘*feruntur divino spiritu, 
non suo arbitratu, sed quo Deus propellit.” 
Calvin correctly remarks: ‘‘impulsos fuisse 
dicit, non quod ment: alienati fuerint (qualem 
in suis prophetis «vOovovacudy fingunt gen- 
tiles), sed quia nihil a se ipsis ausi fuerint, tan- 
tum obedienter sequuti sunt Spiritum ducem.” 

4 Into this verse also Dietlein inserts much 
that is foreign, by saying in explanation of it: 
* not only are man and God placed in antithe. 
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prophets, who are called dy: dvép. because they were in the service of 
God, inasmuch as they were the instruments of His rveiya dyov, cf. 1 Tim. 
vi. 11, 


sis to each other, but over against the designs prophets only because that which He teaches 
of man and the unreal world of human possesses historical reality, or else will do so 
thoughts and conceptions (!) stands the Spirit in time.” 

of God, which so powerfully takes hold of the 
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Ver. 2. doedyetatc, according to almost all authorities, instead of the Rec. 
Gnwheiasc, which only occurs in some min. — Ver. 4, cecpaic]. Rec., after K, L, 
P, ete. (Tisch. 7); A, B, C. 8 (Lachm., Tisch. 8), have cecpoic, where it is uncer- 
tain whether this is to be regarded as an uncommon form for oe:paig (perhaps by 
mistake), or another form for the more usual owoi¢ (Pape: ‘‘ o1p0¢, written also 
ostpo¢: a pit, specially for preserving corn’’). The lect. is peculiar in A and: 
oerpoic Codotc, in which gecpoic is evidently an adjective, equa] to ‘‘hot.”? Com- 
mentators take no notice of these various readings; Reiche rejects them; so, 
too, Hofmann, who says simply that the reading oipoe has no claim to atten- 
tion. — In place of the Rec. terypnuévove (in several min., Thph., Oec.), Griesb., 
Tittm., Tisch. (Reiche), have accepted typovuévove, after B, C*, K, L, P.— 
Lachmann reads: KoAalouévoug typeiv (A, C**, 8, etc., Syr., Erp.; Copt., Vulg., 
etc.); this appears, however, to be taken from ver. 9; Tisch.: fluwit ev. 9 
— Ver. 6. The word kataorpod¢7 is wanting in B, C*, 27, al., Copt. — Ver. 8. 6 
dixatoc]. Lachm. omits 6, after B, without sufficient reason. — Ver. 9. Tisch. 7 
reads: mepaouod (Rec., according to almost all authorities); on the other hand, 
Tisch. 8 has repacuav, after 8, corr., and several min. Tischendorf’s observa- 
tion on téepacuod: quod multo magis usu venit, does'not justify the reading 
accepted by him in ed. 8.—Ver. 11. apd xvpiv]. Rec., after B, C, K, L, P, x, 
etc., Thph., Oec. (Tisch. 8). —Lachm. and Tisch. 7 are hardly correct in omit- 
ting it; it is wanting in A, al., Syr., Erp., Vulg., etc. — Ver. 12. Instead of 
yeyevynuéva (Rec., after A*, B, C, P, al., m., etc., Scholz, Lachm., Tisch. 7), 
A**, K, L, &, al., read: yeyevnuéva (Tisch. 8). Whilst the Rec. has dvorxa before 
yey. (K, L, al., pl., Oec.), Lachm. and Tisch. have placed it after yey. (A, B, C, 
P, &, al.), and rightly; the transposition is easily explained by assuming that it 
was thought necessary to connect yeyevyyuéva directly with the e/¢ dAwow belong- 
ing toit. Mill, without reason, regards yeyevy. as a scholion, which has come 
into the text by way of explanation of ¢vovxnc, Dietlien considers the Rec. to be 
the original reading. —xaragpGapjoovra]. Rec., after C**, K, L, etc., Thph., Oec. 
(Griesb., Scholz); on the other hand, A, B, C, P, 8 (pr. m.), 7, al., Aeth., Arm., 
Syr., etc., support «a? ¢Aapjoovra (Lachm. and Tisch.). This reading is to be 
preferred: «ai gives peculiar point to the idea; since this was overlooked, and 
«ai only regarded as being in the way, it might easily have been changed into 
«ata, — Ver. 18. damaraic]. Rec., after A*, C, K, L, P, &, al., Copt., etce., Thph., 
Oec. (Griesb., Scholz, Tisch.). In its place, A**, B, Syr., Arr., Vulg., Ephr., 
etc., have dydraic; approved of by Erasmus, Luther, Camerarius, Grotius, etc. 5 
adopted into the text by Lachm.; though hardly justly, for in one passage 
(either here or Jude 12), amératc, as De Wette also thinks, is probably the origi- 
nal reading; if so, then rather here than in Jude, all the more that tuov (in 
Jude) may be adapted to dyarac, but not so much atrév; B has dyanae in both 
passages; C, on the other hand, émérac, which is explained by the one having 
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stood originally in the one passage, and the other in the other. Elsner, Wolf, 
Wetstein, Bengel, De Wette, and the modern commentators generally, are in 
favor of draratc in this passage; so, too, Reiche. — Ver. 14. The reading poryadiag 
in A, &, several min., Copt., Vulg., ete., instead of porxaridoc, can only be 
looked upon as a correction for the sake of simplification, — axaramaborouc]. Rec., 
after C, K, L, P, &, etc. (Griesb., Scholz, Tisch.); instead of which Lachmann 
reads dxatardorove, following A, B, a word which does not occur elsewhere, and 
which Reiche accordingly declares to be an error in transcription; Buttmann, 
p. 57, thinks it is not unlikely that the original reading was katardotovg, i.e., 
“‘nolluted, defiled,” that then, by mistake, an a, perhaps taken from the previ- 
ous «at, had been added, out of which dxataraictove arose. The reading occur- 
ring in several min., dsataraiorov, gives indeed an appropriate meaning, but 
cannot be regarded as original. — mAcovegiac, the reading attested by A, B, C, K, 
L, P, &, ete. (Griesb., Scholz, Lachm., Tisch.), instead of the Ree. mieovegiasc, 
which is a mere correction. — Ver. 15. Tisch. 7 reads xaradimovtec; Rec., after 
Be**, C, K, L, P; Tisch. 8, on the contrary, has xatadeizovrec, following A, B*, 
x, etc. — Griesb. already has rightly omitted the article r#v before evdeiav; it is 
opposed by almost all authorities. — Ver. 17. Instead of the Rec. vedéAa: (L, ete., 
Thph., Oec.), Griesb. correctly has admitted éuéxAa into the text, following A, 
B, C, 8, ete.; so, too, Scholz, Tisch., Lachm. On the other hand, Dietlein, 
though without sufficient reason, considers the Rec., which is evidently taken 
from Jude 10, to be original; so, too, Reiche. —«i¢ aiava, according to A, C, L, 
P, ete., Thph., Oec. —Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted it (following B, &); it 
seems to have been added from Jude 13; Reiche, however, regards it as original. 
— Ver. 18. The prepos. év before doeAy. in the ed. Elz. occurs in a few min., 
Theoph., Oec., only. —-dAzywc, accepted by Griesb. already, in place of the Ree. 
ovTwc, according to the testimony of A, B, al., Syr., utr., Copt., ete., Aug., Hier. ; 
so, too, by Scholz, Lachm., Tisch. — anogebyovrac, after A, B, C, 8, many min., 
Syr., Arm.,, Vulg., ete. (Lachm., Tisch.), instead of the Rec, drogvydvtac, 
according to K, L, P, ete. Reiche seeks to prove the originality of the Ree. 
from internal reasons, but these are insufficient; he prefers also 6vtwc to dAzywe. 
— Ver. 19. Tisch. 7 has ror cai (Rec., according to A, C, K, L, P, ete.); on 
the other hand, Tisch. 8 has rovrw, and omits «ai, following B, ete.; the greater 
number of authorities are in favor ot the Rec. — Ver. 20. A, C, L, P, ¥, etce., 
read 7uv after xupiov (Lachm., Tisch. 8); the Rec. omits 7av, according to B, K 
(Tisch. 7).— Ver, 21. émorpépa], Rec., according to K, L, al., Thph., Oec. 
(Griesb., Scholz, Tisch, 7, De Wette, etc.); B, C, P, ete., read troorpéwar (Tisch. 
8); A, 8, on the other hand, has éi¢ ra dxiow dvaxdupa ar6. This latter reading 
is probably only an explanatory gloss; but whether émorp. or brootp, be the 
original reading or not, it is difficult to decide with certainty; since the verb has 
not here the simple meaning of ‘‘ turning back,”’ but of ‘turning back again to 
what has gone before,’”’ a meaning in no way peculiar to the expression émotpédewy 
itself, without any nearer definition, it lies to hand to look upon éroorpépa as a 
correction. Lachm. has adopted e/¢ 7a driow broorpépat and; but no codex has 
this reading. — Ver. 22, In A, B, & (pr. m.), Sahid. (Lachm., Tisch.), dé is 
wanting; it is probably added in order to connect ver. 22 more closely with ver. 
21.—In the place of xtAoua (A, K, L, P, 8, ete., Lachm.), B, C*, 29 (Tisch. ), 
have the form «vaioudr, 


Ver. 1. From here onwards, a description of the false teachers, who 
were to arise in the church, and a warning against them. — éyévorto 08 kad 
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pevdonpogyra]. dé: antithesis to what goes before. «ai: “also,” that is, 
besides the true prophets mentioned in chap. i. 21. The expression, pevdo- 
xpoontnc, already in the O. T. LXX., e.g., Jer. vi. 18, frequently in the 
N. T., not after the analogy of wevdodsyoc: “one who prophesies falsely,” 
but “one who falsely gives himself out for a prophet,” on the analogy of wevda- 
deAgoc, Wevdaréarodoc.— év TH Aaw@, 1.e., among the people of Israel. These 
words are in form a principal clause, but in thought a secondary clause: 
as there were false prophets in Israel, so will there be also among you, 
etc.— 6¢ kal... pevdodiddoxadol]. ~oovrar designates the wevdodiddoxador as such, 
who would arise only in the future. They are afterwards pictured as 
actually present; see on this, the Introd., § 2, p. 281. The expression 
pevdodid. is in the N. T. ar. Aey.; Wiesinger and Briickner interpret: “such 
as teach lies;” Dietlein and Fronmiiller: “such as lyingly pretend to he 
teachers.” The analogy of pevdorpog., with which it is here contrasted, makes 
the last the preferable interpretation (thus, too, Hofmann). Both result in 
the same sense (Schott); what the wevdorpooira: were in the O. T., the wevdo- 
ddackada are in the N. T.—oirwec, equivalent te quippe qui, “such as.” — 
mapetoazovar; cf. Jude 4: “to introduce by the side of,’ with the secondary idea 
of secrecy.!— aipécere dmwieiac]. aipécecc, according to N. T. usage, “party- 
divisions,” cf. 1 Cor. xi. 19 (synonymous with oyiowara); Gal. v. 20 (synony- 
mous with d:yooracia) ; also Tit. iii. 10, which have their origin in false 
doctrine; thus Brickner, Wiesinger, Schott, etc.; Hofmann, too, says that 
the word is to be taken in no sense different from that which it has else- 
where in the N. T., but then interprets it as equivalent to “particular 
systems of opinion,” thus attributing to it a meaning which it has nowhere 
else. Others take aipeow here to mean “false doctrine, heresy” (Bengel, 
De Wette, Fronmiiller). This interpretation is better suited to the connec- 
tion, and especially to the verb rapeodyev. In the N. T., doubtless, the 
word has not this meaning, yet Ignatius already uses it with this force. 
dmwieiac (which is not to be resolved into the adject. “destructive’’) desig- 
nates the heresies as those which lead to dméAea; cf. vv. 2, 3. — kal rov ayopa- 
cavra .. . an@deav]. Winer (fifth edition, p. 399 f.) translates, “since they 
also, denying the Lord, draw upon themselves swift destruction ;” but the 
connection of xai with érayovrec, so far removed from it by rdv dyopacavra, 
k.7.A., cannot be justified. Fronmiiller connects the member of the clause 
beginning with «ai not with the relative clause oitwec, but with foovra wpevdo- 
didioxadot. This construction was formerly supported m this commentary, 
with the remark, however, that a particular species of false doctrine was not, 
as Fronmiiller assumes, indicated here, but that the participial clause more 
nearly defined the pevdodidacxado, cai being here put in the sense of “and 
withal ;” this construction, however, is any thing but natural. The «ai must 
undoubtedly be connected with the clause immediately preceding, though 
not as a simple-copula, but in the sense of “also ;” thus De Wette and Wie- 


1 Hofmann is wrong in asserting that in with this secondary meaning, and without it 
classical Greek wapecoayerv has not the second- (see Pape, 8.v.). 
ary meaning of secrecy; the verb occurs both ; 
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singer,! taking «ai as an intensification, equivalent to “even:” “whilst they 
deny even the Lord who bought them.” On the other hand, Hofmann does 
not admit any such intensification, and takes «ai as equivalent to “also,” in 
the sense of addition, and interprets: “with their particular systems they 
break up the unity of the church, which, however, they do not do without 
at the same time denying the Lord.” But, on this interpretation, it is not 
clear why. the author did not put the finite verb instead of the partic. dpvoi- 
pevor; the thought, too, that they break up the unity of the church, is simply 
imported. The participle shows that this clause is meant to serve as an 
explanation or a more precise definition of what goes before. De Wette’s 
view, accordingly, is to be preferred to that of Hofmann; it is, however, also 
possible that Schott is right in assuming an irregularity of the construction, 
in that the author, led astray by the participle dpvoiuevor, wrote the participle 
éxayovrec instead of the finite verb ématovec; in which case cai must be taken 
as a simple copula. — The participle éxdyovre¢ is connected in a loose fashion 
with what precedes, in the sense, “by which they,” etc. The wpevdodiddoxahor 
are more precisely characterized as rdv dyopésavta avtode deoTtoTHY apvovjuevoc 5 
dpvovuevat, cf. Jude 4; Bengel, correctly: doctrina et operibus. By deonxornv 
Christ is here meant; the author speaks of Him thus, in order to lay stress 
on the fact that they deny that Christ is the Lord ; dyopacavra above is added 
by way of emphasis: they deny the Lord who “ bought” them, i.e., procured 
them for Himself by paying the purchase price. This does not only serve 
to emphasize more strongly what is reprehensible in the dpveic#a, but points 
out also that. they deny the act to which allusion is made, and by which He 
has become their Lord. With dyopagew, ef. 1 Cor. vi. 20, vii. 23; Rev. v. 9; 
the blood of Christ must be thought of as the purchase price. — énayovtec 
éavroic taywav anrddeav]. With énay. éavtoic, cf. ver. 5, as also Acts y. 28. 
éavroic indicates that they prepare an dméAea not only for others (aipécer atw- 
Aeiac), but for themselves. — With rayivqv, see chap. i. 14, not a speedy ardAeia; 
Hornejus, correctly: inopinatam et inexspectatam; the destruction will come 
over them suddenly, and before they are aware of it (Schott, Fronmiiller, 
Hofmann). 

Ver. 2. xat modo éEaxodovdjcovow]. The activity of these wevdodidéoxaror 
would not be without result; cf. 2 Tim. ii. 17. With éaxoa, cf. chap. i. 16. 
—aitav rai¢ doedyeiatc, 1.e., their doédyeat will serve as a rule to many, so that 
they give themselves up to them; cf. Jude 4. The connection of erroneous 
doctrine with sensual excesses is shown in vv. 18, 19. —W’ otc... BAaodnun- 
Oqoerat}, de’ ob¢, not “by whom” (Vulg., per quas), but “on account of whom ;” 
they (either the pevdodidacxador, or those led astray by them, or both) by their 
doéAyewat give those who are not Christians occasion for BAacgnuia against the 
60d¢ Tie dAndsiac; cf. 1 Tim. vi. 1; Rom. ii. 24. 4 ddd¢ tie dAnbeiac (Barnab. 
C.v.: via veritatis), a designation of Christianity or of the Christian religion 
(cf. on the expression dddc, Acts ix. 2, xix. 9, 23, xxii. 4, xxiv. 14, xvi. 17, 


1 Winer (6th ed., p. 314 [E. T., 441], 7th ed.,  éayovres is annexed to the clause oirtves . . 
p- 829) says: ‘* Both participles, apy. and éray., apvovmevor;’’ he does not state how xai is to 
are connected with mapecoagovew ; they are not, be understood. 
however, co-ordinate with each other, but 
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xviii. 25), in so far as it is the form of life in harmony with divine truth 
(not leading to the truth). 

Ver. 3. kai év nAsovetia, i.e., as it were, encompassed by covetousness, living 
in it, governed by it; it is incorrect to translate év by dui, mAuotoic Aéyoc]. Gm. 
Aey., 1.e., “with deceitfully invented worils,” 1 which are not in accordance with 
truth; incorrectly, Hofmann: “artfully contrived doctrines.” — bude éunoped- 
covrat, “they will seek gain of you;” Gerhard: quaestum ex vobis facient, ad 
quaestum suum vobis abutentur; thus, too, Wiesinger, Schott, De Wette- 
Briickner; cf. also Winer, p. 209 (E. T., 223); this meaning of the verb 
c. ace. in classical Greek is sufficiently assured.2 The riaoroi Adyou are not, 
as Hofmann supposes, “to be thought of as the merchandise which they 
bring to the market, in order to be repaid for such instruction,” but as the 
means by which they carry on the éuzopetecda. Steinfass translates éu7o- 
pevecda as equivalent to “to buy,” and ipac as the direct object of purchase; 
thus Pott too: vos sectae suae conciliare conantur. It is undeniable that the 
object traded in may stand in the accusative (cf. Prov. iii. 14, LXX.), but 
the context here is opposed to this, partly on account of the év mreovegia, 
partly because this thought is already contained in the preceding verse. 
Fronmiiller incorrectly renders the word by “to deceive.” —By deceitful 
words as to Christian freedom, etc., they sought to delude others, and, in 
accordance with their covetous desires, to make gain of them; ef. vv. 18, 14, 
and Jude 16.— oic¢ 7d kpiva éxmada obx dpyet}. oic: dat. incommodi; refers to 
the subj. in éumopeisovra. 16 xptua is the judgment of God ordering the 
anode. éxmada is not to be combined with 7d xpiva into one idea, equal to 
Kpiwa éxrradat abtoic npoyeypaupévov; cf. Jude 4 (Pott, De Wette); such a mode 
of combination is to be found nowhere in the N. T. It belongs rather to 
ovx apyet. There is not, as De Wette insists, any contradiction involved in 
this connection, especially as otix dpyet is a positive idea; strictly, “7s not 
inactive, does not tarry;” the idea of haste is not implied in it (De Wette). 
éxrada sets forth prominently that for a long time the judgment has, as it 
were, been approaching, that is, ever since it was given and pronounced; 
it is living, and will come in due time. It is possible that czata refers to 
the judgments mentioned in ver. 4, formerly put into execution (Dietlein, 
Scott, Wiesinger), which, however, Hofmann disputes. — «al 7 dmdAea abrov 
(ver. 1) od vyorager]. vvoratev, strictly, “to nod;” then, to slumber (only else- 
where in Matt. xxv. 5; there, however, in its literal meaning), is used in the 
classics in a figurative sense; Plato, De Repub., ili. 405 C: udev deiobar vvora- 
Covtoc dixaorov. Steinfass, inexactly, “to become sleepy.” 

Ver. 4. From here to ver. 6, three examples of divine judgment; cf. 
Jude 5 ff. — First example: the fallen angels, Jude 6.—e yap]. The apo- 
dosis is wanting; Gerhard supplies: otd' éxeivor geicera. In thought, if not 


1 Plato, Apol. Socrat.: mdartrew Adyous; éverropeveto THY AnOnyv Tav Stxkactoyv. J. Chry- 


Artemidor., i. 23: mAaocoew Soxer.. . ayadov sostom! THY Teviay Tod mAnolov eumopeverOat. 
pytopo.... dua TO mH OvTa ws GYTa SeLKYVELY The translation of the Vulg. is inexact: ‘*de 
TAS TEXVAS TAUTAS. vobis negotiabuntur;”’ as also that of Luther: 


2 Cf. Athenag., xiii. 569: "Acmacia évero- ‘they will trade with you.” 
peveTto tAnOn yuvatkwov. Philo in Flacc., p. 984: 
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in form, the latter half of ver. 9 constitutes the apodosis (Winer, 529 f. 
(E. T., 569), De Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger, and the more modern writers 
enenaliyy The irregularity of the construction is explained by the fact 
that the third example is dwelt on at much length. —6 Ocd¢ dyyédwv duaprn- 
oivruv od« égeicato]. The nature of the sin is not stated; otherwise in Jude. 
What sin the apostle refers to, is only faintly hinted at by the circumstance 
that the example of the flood immediately follows. It is less likely (against 
Wiesinger) that ver. 20 contains any reference to it, for in that verse other 
sins are conjoined with the émiow capkdg . . . mopevecbut. —GAAa cetpaic Codov . . . 
rnpovuévouc, * but (when he) having cast (them) down into Tartarus, hath delivered 
them over to the chains of darkness, as being reserved unto the judgment.” 
ov is mostly taken in connection with raprapdouc (sc. dedeuévovs) (De Wette: 
“but cast them down into hell with chains of darkness”); but, since the 
added gov shows that the cepai are designated as fetters, which belong to 
the darkness of Tartarus (not “fetters which consist in darkness” (Schott), 
nor “fetters by which they were banished into darkness,” as Hofmann ex- 
plains), the enchaining could only have taken - -place there, and therefore 
(with Calov, Pott, Steinfass, Hofmann, Wahl, s.v., tapadidour) it is preferable 
to connect the words with zapédwxev (as opposed to De Wette, Briickner, 
Dietlein, Wiesinger, etc.).2— Instead of cecpaic Gooov, Jude has deauoic¢ didior; 
Goeoc is not Tartarus itself, but the darkness of Tartarus; the word is to be 
found only here and in Jude. —raprapoiy does not mean tartaro adjudicare 
(Crusius, Hypomn., I., p. 154), but “to remove into Tartarus” (cf. Homer, J/., 
vill. 13: 7 uv Edv pita ei¢ raptapov hepdevra). The expression raprapoc occurs 
nowhere else either in the N. T. or LXX. It is not equal to ddyc, which is 
the general term for the dwelling-place of the dead. Nor does the author 
use it as synonymous with yeévva, for that is “the place of final punishment, 
the hell-fire” (Fronmiiller) but it is used to designate “the place of prelimi- 
nary custody.” — mapédwxev here, as often, used with the implied idea of pun- 
ishment. — sic xpiow tnpovuévovc]. pio is the final judgment (xpiow pweyadane 
juépac); “as those who are reserved for the judgment ;” Luther, inexactly; “in 
order to reserve them.” — On the reading, rapédwxev ei¢ xpiow KoAatouevove rypeiv, 
the infin. rypeiv is dependent on zaped., and xoAag, states, not “the purpose for 
which, but the condition in which, they are reserved for judgment; the Vulg. 
therefore translates inexactly: tradidit cruciandos, in judicium reservari. Diet- 
lein, in opposition to all reliable authorities, insists on reading, rernpnuévove, 
which, moreover, he incorrectly paraphrases, “as those who once should have 
been kept;” it must rather be, “as those who (until now) have been kept.” 

Ver. 5. Second example: the flood. This is peculiar to the author of 
this epistle; cf. the corresponding section in Jude. 
éeicaro |. 


oElpaicg 


Kal apxaiov Kéouov ovK 
The clausal formation is the same as that in ver. 4. Subaudienda 


1 Fronmiiller is wrong in asserting that the 


becomes more drastic if the act of casting into 
apostasy of Satan is meant here; it cannot be 


Tartarus be completed only by the binding with 


doubted that the sin meant here is the same as 
that of which Jude speaks, and it is not that 
apostasy; see my Comment. on Jude. 

2 When Briickner says: “the expression 


chains,” this supports the construction to 
which he objects. Schott translates, altogether 
unwarrantably : *‘ but has fastened them down 
into the depths with chains of darkness.” 


CHAP. II. 5. 407 


est particula: si (Gerhard). The words which follow on this tell in what 
the ob« égeioaro consisted: xataxAvopdv, «.7.2.; there is no mention here of a 
“ destruction” (Schott) of the world. — dpy. kdouoc, i.e., mundus antedilu- 
vianus. — dad’... ébAage]. The thought of the deliverance of the righteous 
is connected with that of the destruction of the ungodly; cf. ver. 7. — dydoov 
belongs not to «fpv«a,) but directly to Noe; Luther, correctly: Noah with 
seven others; cf. Winer, p. 234 (E. T., 249); Buttmann, p. 26 (E. T., p. 30). 
There is nothing to show that the number eight has a mystical meaning 
here (Dietlein).?- The mention of it naturally arose from the recollection 
of the event; at the same time, however, it marks the small number of the 
saved contrasted with that of those who perished (Bengel, Schott, etc.). 
Besides, Noah and those with him, as also Lot afterwards, are taken by the 
author as types of the ebseBe¢ (ver. 9), on whom the judgment of God will 
not come — cixcacootyyc knpvea is added as the reason of God’s preservation 
(tgtAage) (thus, too, Wiesinger). By dccasoovvy is to be understood here, not 
the condition of being justified (Wiesinger), but a believing and godly bear- 
ing towards God; otherwise in Heb. xi. 7. —xaraxAvoydv]. Matt. xxiv. 38, 
39: Gen. v. 17, LXX. Heb. 2339: the verb xaraxdigew, chap. iii. 6.— 
Koouw aoeBav, antithesis to dcacoodyyc xnovea; the world is thus named, ias- 
much as it had become the dwelling-place of ungodly humanity. — énégac: 
on this form of the aorist, see Buttmann, Ausf. Gr., § 114, s.v. dyw. 


REMARK. — With regard to its position, Dietlein insists that this verse is 
intimately connected with ver. 4, so that “‘the judgment of imprisonment on 
the angels must be considered as one and the same event with the Noachic 
flood;” that the judgment on the dpxaioc xoopoc, vv. 4, 5, must be distinguished 
from the judgment of God within the second world (ver. 6); and that the latter 
only, not the former, must be regarded as the example, strictly so called; thus, 
too, Schott. But the whole structure and mode of expression of this section are 
opposed to any such division; for (1) The clauses are simply co-ordinate (as 
ver, 5 is joined to ver. 4, so is ver. 6 to ver. 5, merely by «ai); (2) The dpyaioc 
koouoc is mentioned only here, not in ver. 4; (3) What is stated in ver. 6 is not 
brought prominently forward as an event taking place in the new world; (4) In 
the idea of the Koopoc doeduv, the.angels cannot be included, since the flood came 
on the ungodly men only; and it is arbitrary and strange to assume that the 
flood buried mankind ‘‘in the depths, and those spirits which in sin had taken 
up their abode with them”’ (Schott). It is arbitrary to regard the judgment on 
Sodom as the only proper example, since no other position is given to the judg- 
ments mentioned in vv. 4, 5, than to that in ver. 6. The chief reason for the 
division lies in ver. 9, which consists of two members, due, however, to the two 
foregoing examples. From the fact that only one of the members applies to 
ver. 4, it does not follow that there no special example can be intended; the less 
so that the leading idea is not “‘the deliverance of the righteous,’ but ‘the 
confinement of the ungodly.’’ Equally little is proved by the repetition of the 


1 Heinsius, Lightfoot, and Schwegler in his of the eight, and saw in the church saved from 
Nachapost. Zeitalter, 1. p.515; cf.,as opposed _ the flood a holy eight, making a final close 
to him, Ililgenfeld, Clement., p. 185. to the old world.” 

2 « Peter looked upon Noah as the bearer 
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verb ob, édeioaro, which serves rather to mark off the dpyaio¢ xéouoc from 
the dyyed. duapt., not to unite them into one idea. Even Brickner has rejected 
the view of Dietlein and Schott. Hofmann, too, while questioning it, ap- 
proaches it very closely when he says, ‘“‘The judgment of the flood was also a 
judgment upon those spirits which had become involved in the sin and in the 
fate of the race of men then living.” 


Ver. 6. Third example: The overthrow of Sodom and Gomorrah; cf. 
Jude 7. — This verse also is still dependent on «i. Schott, without any ade- 
quate reason, asserts that the author “has even here forgotten the construc- 
tion of his expression 1n the protasis with ¢.” — modew Lodduwv cal Toudppac]. 
The gen. as apposition. — regpwoac]. Suidas: equivalent to éumpyoac, ono- 
dacac: “by burning them to ashes, by reducing them to ashes.” — kataotpogy Karé- 
kptvev, not equal to eversione s. subversione damnavit, ie., unditus evertendo 
punwit (Gerhard, Dietlein, Schott), but xatacrpooy is the dative of reference; 
see Buttmann, p. 144; cf. xaraxp Oavarw, Matt. xx. 18; Pott, correctly: in 
cineres redigens damnavit ad eversiwonem; thus also Wahl, De Wette, Wie- 
singer, Steinfass, Fronmiiller, Hofmann; only it must be here remarked 
that xaraxpivew includes within it the punishment, the putting into execution 
of the judgment of condemnation — which Hofmann, without reason, denies, 
cf. Rom. vill. 3. —It is incorrect to connect karactpogy with tegpdoac (Ben- 
gel). — xaraorpoon, in the N. T. besides here, only in 2 Tim. ii. 14; there, 
however, in a figurative sense; the same word occurs in the narrative of the 
destruction of the cities of the plain, Gen. xix. 29, LX.X. — inddevyua wed- 
Aovtwv doeGBeiv Tepexoc]. Jude 7, with indderyua, not equal to “example,” but 
to “type,” cf. Jas. v.10; Heb. iv. 11, ete The perf. refercic corresponds 
with the mpoxewra, Jude 7; Hofmann, correctly: “God has made them, as 
the perf. shows, a lasting type of those who ever afterwards should live a 
godless life.” } . 

Ver. 7. Contrast to the divine justice in punishing, which is not to be 
found in Jude. Wiesinger: “The expansion of the thought, introduced 
by the mention antithetically of Noah, ver. 5, gains, by the co-ordination 
(xai) of the deliverance of Lot, independent value, and prepares the way for 
the double inference, ver. 9... —xai has not here an adversative force (Jach- 
mann), but is simply the copulative particle. — diaaiov Abr]. dikaoc here like 
Stxatooivn, ver. 5.—katarovoiyevov, besides here, in Acts vii. 24 (2 Mace. 
viii. 2, where, however, it is doubtful whether the reading should be xara- 
movovuevoy OF Kataratovuevov); Pott, Schol. Soph. in Trachin., v. 828, verba: 
GAN’ eiev Gdwodca exponit per karanovovuévn. — dnd THe. . . épvoato]. m0 belongs 
not to épveato, but to «aramov.; ef. Winer, p. 346 (E. T., 369); — with @ ép 
doedy. avactpogy, Cf. 1 Pet. i. 17.— ddéouwr, besides here only in chap. iii. 17; 
homines nefarii, qui nec jus nec fas curant (Gerhard). 

Ver. 8. Explanation of the xaranovovpevov, — Bréupate yap at dxoj is to be 
joined neither with ducawg (Vulg.: adspectu et auditu justus erat), nor with 
éycarouxav (Gerhard), but with the finite verb; it was by seeing and hearing 


1 Hofmann attaches particular importance was effected by water was followed by an- 
to the circumstance, that the judgment which other, which was effected by fire. 
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that Lot’s soul suffered, and is added in order more strongly to emphasize 
Lot’s painful position among the ungodly. — woyqv duxaiav dvouorg Epyoue {Bacd- 
vicev, “he vexed his righteous soul by the ungodly works,” i.e., bis soul, because 
it was righteous, felt vexation at the evil which he was obliged to see and 
hear.“ £8aoavifev serves to show that the pain at the sight of the sinful lives 
arose out of personal activity, out of inclination of the soul to the good, out 
of positive opposition to the evil” (Dietlein). The earlier interpreters have 
for the most part missed the correct idea; Calvin, Hornejus, Pott, De Wette, 
and the modern commentators generally, having interpreted correctly. 

Ver. 9. This verse in thought, though not in form, constitutes the apo- 
dosis to the preceding clauses beginning with e. The thought, however, is 
expressed in a more extended and general manner; the special application 
follows in ver. 10. —oide]. Knowledge is conceived at the same time as a 
divine power. — kipsoc, i.e., God, ver. 4. — evaeBeic, like Noah and Lot: —é« 
mepacuod pvecda, Cf. 1 Pet. i. 6. — ddixove dé, like the fallen angels, etc. — eic 
nuéoav Kpioewc KoAalouevove typeiv]. KoAat. is not used here with a future force: 
cruciandos (Bengel, Calvin, Winer, who, in his fifth edition, p. 405, resolves 
the clause thus: ddcx. typsi (Gore) xodulecv, and others) but 1t must be taken as 
a real present; it refers to the punishment which they suffer even before the 
last judgment unto which they are kept (rnpeiv); cf. on ver. 4. Thus also 
Wiesinger, Schott, Bruckner. 

Ver. 10. Compare Jude 8. — paduora dé in close connection to what imme- 
diately precedes. ‘The author passes from the general, to those against 
whom this epistle is specially directed. Dietlein introduces a foreign refer- 
ence when he says, “The apostle means the false teachers in contrast to such 
ungodly persons as did not base their ungodliness on theoretically developed 
error.” — As in Jude, the false teachers are characterized in two respects. 
Whilst in vv. 1-3 they are spoken of as yet to appear, they are here described 
as already present. — rove dmiow . . . mopevouévovc; cf. besides Jude 8 also 7, 
and the commentary on the passage. — capxoe stands here without érépac, and 
must therefore be taken more generally. Buttmann (p. 160) wrongly trans- 
lates oapé here by “ lusts.” — év émdupia wacuot]. psacuod is not to be resolved 
into an adjec.: cupiditas foeda, impura (Wahl) ;? but it 1s the objective geni- 
tive, and states that to which the émévuia is directed (De Wette-Bruckner, 
Wiesinger, Schott, etc.).— piaopdc, dm. Aey., equivalent to pollutio. Accord- 
ing to Schott, ~zacué¢ is here used subjectively, “what to themselves is dis- 
honoring to the human body, that they make the object of their wild lust.” 
—kal Kvpiorytos Katadpovoivtec, cf. Jude 8, and the exposition. — roduyrai].. 
The author drops the construction hitherto adopted, and begins a new 
clause; the word is a éz. dey. equal to “insolent, daring;” Luther: “ thiirs- 


1 Cf. Xenophon, Hist. Graec., I. 4, p. 407: 
@ot €viovs Kal THY TUTTOMEVWY, Vouimwy dé 
évTwv avOpuTrwv, adnuovngar Tas Wuxas, iddvTas 
THv acéBevav; Only it must be observed that 
Lot was vexed at the godlessness in itself, not 
because he personally had to suffer by it. 

2 Hofmann also renders the idea by ‘‘im- 
pure desire, filthy lust,” which, taking wpracpod 


as an attributive genitive, he interprets more 
closely thus: ‘‘a lust which brings defilement 
with it, since it pollutes not only him who 
gratifies it, but him also on whom it is grati- 
fied;”’ but in this interpretation the two ex. 
pressions, “impure lust” and “lust which 
pollutes,” are erroneously taken as identical. 


# 
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tig” (i.e.; bold, from the root tarr; in old High German, gaturstig) .1 — abdd- 
dee, to be found, besides here, only in Tit. i. 7.-—- Most modern expositors 
understand the two words substantively ; but as abeddne is strictly an adject., 
it can here also be taken as such; thus Schott. It is improbable that they 
form a passionate exclamation (Schott). They may be either connected in 
a loose way as subject with od tpepove:, or they may be regarded as an ante- 
cedent apposition to the subject of tpéuovee (Hofmann). — dégag ob tpéyover 
Biacdnuoivtec]. For dégac see Jude 8. The particip. stands here as in chap. 
1.19. Vulg., strangely: sectas non metuunt (introducere, facere) blasphemantes. 

Ver. 11. Compare Jude 9 What Jude says specially of the archangel 
Michael is here more generally affirmed of angels. In this its generality the 
thought is hardly intelligible; the necessary light is obtained only by com- 
paring it with Jude (De Wette). If the priority of this epistle be assumed, 
the thought here expressed must have reference to Zech. iii. 2 (thus Schott, 
Steinfass, Hofmann). —- érov cannot stand here as assigning the reason, as it 
sometimes does in the classics, since it refers back not to roduqrai, but to 
doéac ob, «.7.A.; but neither is 1t equal to “ whilst even, since even;” this use 
can nowhere be established. It is meant rather to indicate the similarity of 
the relationship (with respect to the dofaw).2 The adversative relationship 
lies not in the particle, but in the thought. — dyyeda, according to the parallel 
passage, not evi, but good, angels. — ioybi Kai duvaper weifovec dvtec]. The com- 
parative expresses the relation in which they stand either to the roAunrai or 
to the dofa. The latter reference deserves the preference, since —and to 
this Hofmann has called attention, Schrifibew. I., p. 460 —it is understood 
of itself that angels are more powerful than men (Wiesinger, Schott, Stein- 
fass).— ob gépovor .. . Kpiow]. décerv Kpiow (Jude: émidépew kpiow) does not 
mean “to endure a judgment” (Luth.), but “to pronounce a judgment.” — 
BAacgnudr, With an eye to BAaconuovvtec —«ar’ aitov; not adversum se (Vulg.), 
but aitév goes back to dogac (Calvin, Beza, Hornejus, Wolf, De Wette, and 
all the more modern interpreters, with the exception of Fronmiiller), by 
which are to be understood here — as in Jude —the diabolical powers. The 
opposite interpretation, according to which the meaning should be that the 
wicked angels are not able to bear the judgment of God on their blasphemy 
(Luther, Fronmuiller, ete.), is opposed not only to the language (BAdodnuoc 
Kprows equal to xpiow Braopnuiac) but to the context. — mapa xvypim]. These 
words, the genuineness of which is doubtful, may not be explained with 
Bengel: apud Dominum .. . reveriti, abstinent judicio: for, as Hofmann 
justly remarks, mapa «ve. “belongs to that which is denied, and does not 
explain why that does not happen which is denied.” “The conception is, 
that angels appear before God, and, before His throne, tell what evil spirits 
are doing in the world.” Cf. Winer, p. 369 (E. T., 395). 

Ver. 12. Compare Jude 10. With all their similarity the two passages 
are nevertheless very different. The characteristics are still further de- 


1 Cf. Pischon, Hrkidr. der hauptsdchl. ver- such as: ‘some laugh where others weep;” 
alteten deutschen Worter in der Luth. Bibelii- thus here, these rail where the angels ov épov- 
bers., Berl., 1844, p. 7. ow, «.T.A, It must not be interpreted, with 

2 It corresponds to “where” in passages Hofmann, as equal to xaé’ dv. 
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scribed in Jude 10, but. here the punishment is promised to these men. — 
obra dé, antithesis to dyyeAuw; the predicate belonging to it is p@apfoovrar, — dc 
doya Soa . . . o0opav]. Parenthetical thought in close relation to ¢@apyoovra; 
Grotius: ita peribunt illi, sicut pereunt muta animantia. — yeyevyquéva dvoud can 
hardly be translated “born as sensuous beings to,” etc. (Wiesinger, and 
formerly in this commentary). voua is meant rather to bring out that the 
irrational animals are, according to their natural constitution, born to diwoue. 
Hofmann takes gvowa as a second attribute added to yeyevynuéva by asynde- 
ton, equal to “by nature determined to dawow,” ete. But the only objection 
to this is that yeyevynuéva alone cannot well be considered as a special attri- 
bute. As regards the sense, it makes no difference whether ¢vouxa be placed 
before (Rec.) or after yeyevv.—eic¢ GAwow nai o0opav]. According to Luther, a 
twofold rendering is possible: “ First, those who take and strangle; second, 
who are to be taken, strangled, and slaughtered ;” the latter is the only cor- 
rect interpretation. The general interpretation is, “for taking and destroy- 
ing;” Schott on the other hand translates, “for taking and consuming ;” 
and Hofmann, in like manner, who holds that both are active ideas, “that 
they may be taken and consumed.” This interpretation of odopd, however, is 
arbitrary, and all the more unwarranted, that in the subsequent év rq @0op4 
aitov, d80pa cannot have this special meaning. According to N. T. usage, 
what is meant by gdopa here is the destruction to which the beasts are des- 
tined ; cf. Col. 11. 22. — év ol¢ dyvooiow BAaconuovvtes . . . Pbapnoovra]. With 
regard to the construction, cf. Winer, p. 583 (E. T., 628). According to 
the usual interpretation, év oi¢ is dependent on BAaceyuoivrec, and is to be 
resolved into éy rovroc, d ayvoovoiu, BAaod. (Winer decides in favor of this; 
so, too, Wiesinger, and Buttmann, p. 128 [E. T., 146]). But é oi¢ may 
also be dependent on dyvoovow, and be resolved, raira, év ole dyvoovow, 3Aacdn- 
uovvtec. There is no other instance to be found of the construction Biacgnusiv 
év, although Biacgnueiv cic occurs frequently. Buttmann accordingly says 
that by év here (not the object strictly speaking, but) “rather the sphere is 
denoted, within which the evil-speaking takes place;” nor is the combina- 
tion of dyvoeiv with év common, “yet it is not without example in later writ- 
ings.”! That dyvociv, in the sense of it, may be joined with é», is shown by 
the German expression, “to be ignorant in a matter.” Besides, in both 
constructions the sense is substantially the same. According to the connec- 
tion with what precedes (ver. 10) and Jude 8 and 10, the doga are to be 
understood as that which was unknown to them, and to which their slanders 
had reference. On account of this irrational evil-speaking, that will happen 
to them which is expressed in the words, éy r7 00pd abtav kai dPapysovrat. 
6004 has been understood here to mean moral corruption; thus De Wette- 
Bruckner, Steinfass, Fronmiiller; erroneously, however, for the word must 
have the same meaning in this passage as it had formerly; then, in this 
case, atrov does not refer to the Libertines, but to the ¢ia before mentioned, 
and xai is to be explained from the comparison with these. They (the Lib- 
ertines) whose irrational slander of that of which they are ignorant, makes 


1 It is to be found in Test. XI. patr. in Fabricius cod. pseudepigr. V. T., p. T1T. 
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them like unto the irrational brutes, will also suffer ¢60p4, like the latter, 
who by nature are destined thereto. Entirely different from this, however, 
is the interpretation given by Hofmann. He resolves év olc into év rovrou 4, 
and takes éy rovrow with déapfoovra; that which, without knowing it, they 
speak evil of, is, according to him, the things of sense; he understands év 79 
o0opé abrav to be in more definite and explanatory apposition to év Tovrow, 
and @dopé actively, equivalent to “abuse.” In his view, then, the idea here 
expressed is that the Libertines by abusing, after their lusts, the things of 
sense, believing them to have nothing in common with God, fall a prey to 
destruction. The objections to this interpretation are, first, that év oi¢ is not 
applied to any of the verba near it, but to the remote g@apjcovra; secondly, 
that a meaning is attributed to the second 9éopa different from that of the 
first, — the one is taken as equivalent to “consumption,” the other to 
“abuse,”—and that neither of these significations belongs in any way 
to the word; thirdly, that the reference to the things of sense is in no way 
alluded to in the context; fourthly, that év 7) y#op¢ cannot possibly be in 
apposition to év robrow; and lastly, that, on this interpretation, we should 
have had dyvooivrec CAaogquover instead of dyvovda.w BAaodnuodvrec.+ 

Ver. 13. xoycodpevoe ptoddv ddixiag is subjoined by way of explanation to 
what precedes.? — Cf. 1 Pet. i. 9. — woddv dduccac not equivalent to pucbdv dducov 
(Wolf), but “the reward for unrighteousness.” — hdovay jyobyevo]. This and 
the following participles, as far as the end of ver. 14, are connected with 
what precedes, as descriptive of the déu«ia; it is less probable that, as Hof- 
mann assumes, a new period begins with jdovgv pyoiueve and ends with 
ver. 16. The three kinds of ddéuxia here spoken of are: 1, luxurious living; 
2, fornication ; 3, covetousness. De Wette: “they who count it pleasure.” — 
Thy év quépa tTpvdpr]. év qusoa is by Oecumenius interpreted as equal to «as 
juépav, but this is not in accordance with the usage. Several interpreters 
(Benson, Morus, Fronmiiller, Hofmann) take jyépa here as in contrast to the 
night. This, however, is inappropriate, for it is not easy to see why they 
should not regard the rpvg7 in the night as a pleasure. Gerhard is better: 
per rh juéspav intelligitur praesentis vitae tempus, Luther, “ temporal luxurious 
living” (De Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott). It stands by way of con- 
trast to the future, to which the fut. xowobpevoe refers. — onido. kat pOuoe 1s 


1 Schott agrees with Hofmann in regard to 
the application to things of sense, and to the 


kowtovmevoe to be the original, because the 
more difficult one. Tisch. 8, on the other 


interpretation of the meaning of the first bOopa, 
but differs from him in other points. He states 
the idea contained in the verse thus: ‘ As irra- 
tional beasts, which ... made to be taken 
and consumed ... come to destruction, so 
these people shall perish; since they rail at 
those matters which they do not comprehend, 
they themselves shall perish in and with the 
destruction of those things against which they 
rail.’ This interpretation is quite as unwar- 
rantable as that of Hofmann. 

2 Hofmann considers the reading aédicovpe- 
vov—but little attested, however — instead of 


hand, says: ‘adccovmevor, si aptum sensum 
praebere judicabitur, omnino praeferendum 
erit.”” Nescio an ‘‘decepti circa picOov adi- 
xias”? verti liceat. Hofmann interprets the 
accus, tc@dv as an accus, of-apposition, cf. 
2 Cor. vi. 13, and then translates: ‘ evil hap- 
pens to them as the reward of evil;” but 
though aéccecy occurs in this wider significa- 
tion, as in Luke x. 19, and often in Revelation, 
still adicca never does. —Buttmann has ac- 
cepted, not adicovmevor, as in B, but Koprovme- 
vol. 
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either to be connected with what follows: “who as om. xa pouo riot” (De 
Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger), or they are independent expressions of dis- 
pleasure, like roAunra? adeadee formerly in ver. 10, and xatépac réxva afterwards 
(Schott, Fronmiiller) subjoined to what precedes by way of apposition (Hof- 
mann); the latter is most in harmony with the animated form of address. 
Instead of onida, Jude has omAddec; onidor (less commonly onido) is equivalent 
to “spots of dirt,” cf. Eph. v. 27. — néuor : én. Aey., commonly “blame, shame ;” 
_here “blemishes.” 1—évrpugavrec év raic amaraue abtov]. évtpvddvrec points back 
to tov¢qv, and may not therefore be taken, with Hofmann, in the weakened 
meaning of, “to take delight in any thing,” which it probably has in Isa. 
lv. 2, LXX.; it is not to be connected with the following syiv in the sense 
of: iludere, ludibrio habere, but means, as it commonly does, “to riot ;” suiv 
belongs to ovvevwxotpevor, — év raic andrac abrov is explained from vv. 8 and 
14; they practised deceit in this way, that they succeeded in procuring 
earthly advantage to themselves, by praising their vain wisdom (Wiesinger, 
Fronmiiller); since évrpu¢év denotes the actual rioting, év raic amdraie abrav 
cannot state the object of their évtpudav, that is, “the lies with which they 
practise deceit” (Hofmann; or, according to Schott: “their deceiving ap- 
pearance of wisdom”). The opinion of Wolf and others, that dmara: means 
the love-feasts, inasmuch as they — in opposition to their real nature — are 
abused by these individuals to their own profit, requires no refutation. .-- 
avvevaxoouevar tuiv is subordinate to what precedes. They rioted in their 
deceits, that is to. say, by enjoying themselves at the feasts of those among 
whom they had obtained an entrance by deceit. — Luther’s translation is 
mistaken: “they make a show of your (iuav instead of airy) alms (incorrect 
interpretation of dydrac), they revel with what is yours” (instead of “ with 
you”). 
Ver. 14 has no parallel in Jude. — Description of the sensual lust of the 
eye of the false teachers. — d@dadpodc éyovrec weatode porxyadidoc]. ‘The adulter- 
ous lust is depicted in their eyes; in the expression, yearode poryadidoc, the lust 
after the porxaic, revealing itself in the eyes, is designated as a being filled 
of the eye with it, since they look at nothing else but this. The interpreta- 
tion of Hornejus is not to the point: quasi dicat, tam libidinosos eos esse, ut in 
ipsorum oculis quasi adulterae habitent, seu ut adulteras semper in oculis ferant. 
— Hofmann explains peordc tevoe by reference to Plato, Sympos. 194 B, here 
equivalent to “to be entirely engrossed, pre-occupied with something.” —It is 
wrong to suppose (as Dietlein does) that it is here in any way stated that a 
female member of the house, into which they had forced themselves, had 
already fallen a victim to their seduction. Calvin even? had connected this 
verse closely with the preceding, as Schott and Hofmann do; but it is not 
easy to understand why the persons here described should have had adulter- 


1 Hofmann arbitrarily defines these expres- 2 Calvin: ‘‘Isti vos ac coetum vestrum 
sions more precisely as ‘‘ spots which defile the foedis maculis aspergunt: nam dum epulantur 
purity of the church, blemishes which attach vobiscum, simul luxuriantur in suis erroribus, 
to her, to her shame;’’ they are rather spoken amores meretricios et perditam incontinentiam 
of thus, because both defilement and shame oculis gestuque exprimunt.”’ 
cleave to them, 


414 THE SECOND EPISTLE OF PETER. 


ous desires only at the feasts. — «al dxaranaborove duapriac, “not satiated, un- 
satisfied in sin,” i.e., eyes, in which is reflected the restless desire after ever 
fresh sin; in dyapria the reference is chiefly to sensual sins. — deAsdgovrec, 
ver. 18, and Jas. i. 14: “to allure, to entice ;” quasi pisces hamo captare (Beza). 
— wuyac dornpixrouc]. dorhpextog (chap. il. 16), not “ wanton * (Luther), but 
in fide et pictatis studio nondum satis fundatus et formatus (Gerhard). — This 
idea is doubtless connected more closely with what precedes than with what 
follows (Hofmann), so that the sense is: they entice them, so as to satisfy 
their fleshly lusts on them. —xapésav . . . éyovtec]. Third vice:? covetous- 
ness. The construction of the verb yeyvuvacpévny, c. gen., occurs also in the 
classics :? “a heart practised in covetousness.” Calvin is quite unwarranted 
in interpreting reovetia here by cupiditates, cf. ver. 3.—xardpag réxva, cf. 
Eph. ii. 8; 2 Thess. ii. 3: “men, who have incurred the curse ;” an expres- 
sion of profoundest displeasure; similar to omiAo xai woot, ver. 13. It is 
doubtful whether it is to be connected with the preceding or with the subse- 
quent passage; the first combination is preferable, because in it the language 
is more passionate. In the other case the construction, from ver. 10 med. 
onwards, might be taken thus, rodunrat addadec, a8 introducing the section 
down to tpvdqv, ver. 13; oniAc cal u@yoe that from there to éyorrec, ver. 14; 
and xardpac réxva that as far as zapagpoviar, ver. 16. 

Vy. 15, 16. Comparison with Balaam; cf. Jude 11. The comparisons 
with Cain and Korah are wanting here. — xatadumovtec edOeiav ody, k.7.A., With 
eb0, 66,, cf. Acts xiii. 16; the words connect themselves closely with érAav7- 
Onoav, to which then the subsequent participial clause is added by way of a 
more precise definition With é&axodove,, cf. chap. i. 16, ii. 2. The con- 
junction of this verb with 77 4666 is explained by the circumstance that 6dé¢ 
is here taken in a figurative sense: manner of life, conduct.— The form 
Boodp, Heb. V3, arises from a peculiar pronunciation of Y; Grotius is 
wrong in regarding the word as the corrupted name of the country, 739, 
Num. xxii. 5. Several commentators, Krebs, Vitringa, Wolf, Grotius, etc., 
assume that there is here an allusion to the counsel which Balaam gave to 
the Midianites to the corrupting of the Israelites (Num. xxxi. 16; Rev. 
il. 14) (so, too, Dietlein); but, according to ver. 16, the reference is rather 
to the intended cursing of the people of Israel, to which certainly Balaam, 
for the sake of reward, was inclined; hence, é¢ jody dduxiac (see ver. 13) 
nyargoev. Although such inclination on his part is not definitely mentioned 
in Num. xxii. 1-20, still, judging from the narrative of the ass, it is to be 
presupposed; cf., too, Deut. xxiii. 5. Corroboration from the rabbinical 
writings, see Wetstein. — Ver. 16. éeygw de toxev idlag mapavoyiac, “but he 
received (suffered) rebuke (blame) for his trespass;” his mapavouia (not 
equivalent to vesania (Vulg.), but synonymous with ddu«ia) consisted in this, 


1 Hofmann erroneously says that this states if dfaAu. éxovres be closely connected with 
“not a third, but a second characteristic of the preceding passage. 
their nature, the avaritia, along with the luxu- * Philostratus, 2,15: Oaddrrns otrw yeyup- 
ria;”’ for in the first half of this verse they are vagmevor; 3, 1: Néortopa modcnov ti 
accused of something which is identical neither 
with luxuria nor with avaritia, and this even 


TOAAQY 
yeyuuu.; 10,1: codias 78m yeyumvacuevor. 
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that he was willing, for the sake of the reward, if God permitted it, to curse 
Israel, and for this reason went to Balak. idiuc stands here in place of the 
pers. pron. aitov. Dietlein presses idiac, by translating, “belonging to him,” 
and adds by way of explanation: “to him who must be looked upon as the 
prototype of the false prophets.” Wiesinger, on the other hand, sees the sig- 
nificance of idiac in this, that “he who was a prophet to others, had to suffer 
rebuke of an ass for his own mapavou.” But neither the one nor the other is 
alluded to in the context. — That which follows states in what the feyéirc 
consisted. — imofiyiov, properly: a beast that bears a yoke, here as in Matt. 
xxi. 5, designation of the ass. —dqwvov, in contrast to human speaking. — 
& dvOpdrov dwr_ d0eyEGuevov does not state the reason of the écdAvoe, but em- 
phasizes the miraculous nature of the occurrence (dgwrov . . . davh), —éxddvae 
TH Tob mpodytov rapagpoviay]. Schott understands Balaam’s xapadpovia to be 
his striking of the ass; Wiesinger: “his folly, in setting himself against the 
angel;” but it is more correct to understand by it the aforenamed xapavouia, 
which the angel opposed. Hofmann rightly observes: “The signification of 
the verb does not imply’ that it is left undone, but simply that opposition is 
offered to what is done or is intended to be done; cf. 1 Thess. ii. 16.1 
The word rapadpovia, “ folly,” am. Aey. (the verb in 2 Cor. xi. 23), unusual in 
the classics also, instead of which rapadpocivn or mapadpovnow; see Winer, 
p- 90 (E. T., 95).—r0v mpog7rov (ci. Num. xxiv. 4) stands in emphatic 
antithesis to trogiyov agwvov. 

Ver. 17. Description of the teachers of false doctrine from another point 
of view, in as far as by making a false show of freedom they seduce others 
te immorality. First, a double comparison, of which the second only occurs 
in Jude 12. —oitroi clot ryyat dvvdpa]. The point of comparison lies in the 
deceptiveness of a nyjyy, which is without water; it awakens an expectation 
which it does not fulfil (as.a contrast, cf. Prov. x. 11; Isa. lviil. 11).— mya 
here (which Hofmann wrongly disputes) means, as in John iv. 6: a spring, 
well; fontes enim proprie sic dicti non carent aqua (Gerhard). — kat ouixaas id 
Aaidaroc éhavvouevat]. duiyAn properly mist, here clouds of mist, as the plural 
already goes to prove, as well as the fact that it is not the mist, but the misty 
clouds, which must be regarded as foretelling rain. — aida, according to 
Aristotle (Lib. De Mundo), equal to mveiua Biawv Kad elAoipevov KaTwbev dvo} 
Mark iv. 37. The point of comparison is the same here as in the previous 
figure, only that by ind AaiA. daavy, their want of consistency (not “their pun- 
ishment”) is more pointedly referred to.2— olc¢ . . . terqpnta, 80, too, in Jude 
13; it connects itself with otro, not with éuizaw, as Hofmann maintains, fot 
how can this relative clause express “the dissolving of vapor into nothing”? 

Ver. 18. Cf. Jude 16.—<dnépoyxa yap paradrnto¢e dbeyyéuevae]. The yap 
does not serve to explain the figurative words, ver. 17 (as formerly in this 


men may be, still for the Christian community 
it has the effect of a storm which cleanses it; ” 


1 Formerly in this commentary, éxédvcev 
was explained thus: that although Balaam’s 


mapappovia, was not exactly prevented by the 
ass, still, by the conduct of the latter, a begin- 
ning was made to prevent it. 

2 Wiesinger inappropriately remarks: 
“ However empty in-itself the conduct of these 


for their conduct is not compared to a storm, 
but to clouds of mist; nor is reference made 
to their effect on the Church, but to that of the 
storm on the clouds of mist. 
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commentary), for, as Hofmann justly says, “the description of their conduct 
contained in this verse goes far beyond those figurative statements as to 
their nature.” It must be referred either, with Wiesinger, to the judgment 
expressed in ver. 17,—olc . . . ternp. being included, — or, as is done by 
Hofmann, to the relative clause only; the former is probably the more cor- 
rect view.! — inépoyxoc, “swelling ;” in the classics used also of style. uarar- 
érn¢ gives the nature of the swelling, high-sounding speeches (“the proud 
words,” Luther); Luther, aptly: “since there is nothing behind them.” 
The word gdeyyéueroe (besides in Acts iv. 18, to be found only here and in 
ver. 16) is here the more appropriate that it is used chiefly of loud speaking. 
— dehedtovow]. Cf. ver. 14. —év émibvpiate oapKde doeAyetatc]. év is commonly 
taken as equivalent to dud, and doedy. as an apposition to é.: “through the 
lusts of the flesh, through debauchery” (De Wette, Briickner, Wiesinger, 
probably Schott too); but thus there is a felt want of a «ai, or of a second éy, 
and the émévuia of the seducers, too, are not to be considered as the means 
of allurement.- Hofmann explains: “by means of fleshly lusts, which they 
awaken in them, through acts of wantonness, the enjoyment of which they 
hold out to them; but here relations are introduced to which the text 
makes no allusion. It is therefore better to take év ém#vuiaic o. as designat- 
ing the condition of the seducers, and doedyelac as the dat. instrum.: “in 
the lusts of the flesh (i.e., taken in them, governed by them) they allure by 
voluptuousness those who,” ete.; Steinfass, correctly: “it is part of their: 
é7i0. oapx. that they seek to allure the members of the church;” he is wrong, 
however, when he explains the dceAyeiaic as that to which they allure them. 
Luther translates wrongly: “through lasciviousness to fleshly lust;* éy ém- 
Ovuiatc is not equal to ei¢ éemdvuiac.— rove dAiywo anogevyovrac]. dAiywe, az. Aey., 
is hardly to be found elsewhere. It expresses both time and measure, and 
corresponds to the English, “hardly, just” (thus also Schott). Wiesinger 
and Hofmann understand it only of measure, equivalent to “little;” Hof- 
mann understands it of space: “they are a little way. escaped from those 
who walk in error.” The pres. of the verb shows that they are, as it were, 
still in the act of flight from their former condition, and are not yet firmly 
established in the new; cf. ver. 14: wuyde dornpixrouc. — rode év Thavyn avaorpego- 
uévoue not an adjunct co-ordinate with what goes before; Luther: “and now 
walk in error;” but the accus. is dependent on dzogedyovrac, and of é thay 
dvaorpepsuevo. are those from whom the persons who are being seduced have 
separated themselves, those who are not Christians, especially the heathen, 
who lead a life év madvy (Wiesinger, Schott, Briickner, Fronmiiller, Hofmann); 
Steinfass incorrectly understands by the expression the wevdoddaonaAor. 

Ver. 19. éAevdepiav abroicg émayyeAdouevor]. Explanation of the bmévoyka uar. 
poeyyouevor; the high speeches have as their contents the praise of liberty, — 
émayyeAdouevor; they assure, promise, those who submit to their guidance that 
they will conduet them to true liberty. — abrod dodaci imupyovrec rie o0opdc }. 
A sharp antithesis to éAevd, émayyeAa.: “though they themselves are slaves of 


1 Bengel: ‘‘Puteus et nubes aquam polli- lumina ecclesiae; sed hi putei, hae nubes nil 
centur; sic illi praegrandia jactant, quasi praebent; praegrandia illa-sunt vanitatis,” 
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¢00pa.” By ¢9o0p4 moral corruption is generally understood, but elsewhere 
in the N. T. the word never has this meaning; it should rather be taken in 
the same sense as that which it has in ver. 12. In Rom. viii. 21 it denotes 
the opposite of dé, which Hofmann wrongly denies. Schott erroneously 
takes it to mean “the things of sense;” but these, though they be given up 
to g#opa, yet cannot be directly defined as @éopa itself.1_ The chief emphasis 
lies on dovAo. The general statement, ¢ yap tue rryrat, robT~ Kal dedodAwrat, 
serves to show that the term is applied to them not without justification. 
The verb 7r7aé00a (with the exception of in this passage and in ver. 20, to be 
found only in 2 Cor. xii. 13) is in classical Greek often used as a passive 
and construed with zd, and, in harmony with its meaning, frequently with 
the genitive, and sometimes also with the dative. The latter is the case 
here: “to whom any one succumbs.” The dat. with dedovAwrac expresses the 
relation of belonging to: to him he is made the slave, i.e., whose slave he is. 
Schott arbitrarily asserts that 7rryra with the dat. brings out that the being 
overcome “is voluntary and desired on principle.” 

Ver. 20 gives an explanation (yap, equal to: namely) of the statement 
contained in ver. 19, that those there described are the dvida tie o00pac, after 
that the general remark: &.. . dedovAwrat has been applied to them., Almost 
all interpreters hold that in this verse the same persons are the subjects as 
in ver. 19; so that the drogvyévrec refers to those with the description of 
whom the author has throughout the whole chapter been engaged. Bengel, 
Fronmiller, Hofmann, are of a different opinion. They assume that dzogv- 
yovrec refers to those who are led astray, and that the latter accordingly, 
and not the seducers, are to be regarded as the subject of the clause. 
In favor of this view may be urged the term drogvyévrec, which seems 
to refer back to the dzogevyévrac in ver. 18. But, on the one hand, it is 
certainly unnatural to consider those to be the subjects here who are the 
objects in ver. 18, especially as ver. 19 has the same subject as ver. 18; 
and, on the other, it would be more than surprising if the apostle did not, 
from here onwards, continue the description of those of whom the whole 
chapter speaks, but should, all of a sudden, treat of entirely different 
‘persons, —and this without in any way hinting at the transition from 
the one to the other; in addition to this, there is the circumstance that 
ytravrat corresponds much too directly with jrryra.— ei yap}. The reality, 
as frequently, expressed hypothetically. Without any reason, Grotius 
would read “oi yéo” instead of «i yap. —dnodvyévtsc]. The participle is 
not to be resolved by “although,” but by “after that.” —7a maopata tov 
Koouov]. Ta wdouata, a form occurring only here; ver. 10: suaopdc, — rod 
xoouov, here in an ethical sense, as composed of those who walk (ver. 18) 
év wAdvy, or, with Wiesinger: “as the dominion over which sin rules,” “the 
defilements which belong to the world.” Without sufficient reason, Hofmann 
takes rd ywdouara tr. x. in a personal sense, and thinks that it means, in the 
first instance, “those individuals who are the abomination and blemishes of 


1 Hofmann, appealing to 1 Cor. xv. 50, un- itself proves that the abstract idea is put in 
derstands $@opa here also as meaning ‘the place of the concrete, which is not the case 
corruptible;’’ but in that passage the context here. 
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the non-Christian world, and that robrac dé refers to the Christians whom 
Peter designates as the onio «. woot of the church.” But nothing in the 
context hints at this, and it is arbitrary to understand by rovros other pdio- 
vata than those designated by that word itself. — év émyvaces rod Kupiov .. . 
Xpucro?, i.e., by their having come to the knowledge of Christ. — rovroc (Gee; 
pdopact) 0& mad &umAaxévteg nrtavrat]. éeuTtAaKévTEc is valde emphaticum ; éuxde- 
keobar enim dicuntur, qui tricis et laqueis implicantur (Gerhard). The particle 
dé places in antithesis either the two participles, dmoguyévrec and made éumha- 
xévrec, or the first participle and the finite verb #rrdvrar; the former construc- 
tion is to be preferred as the more correct. — yéyovev abroic . . . Tov zpWTwv]. 
The same words are to be found in Matt. xii. 45; Luke xi. 26;1 ra mpora: 
the former condition, in which they were before their conversion; ra éoyara: 
their subsequent condition, into which they have come after their falling away, 
i.e., the condition of complete slavery to the @éop4, from which there is uo 
hope of redemption: with the thought, cf. Heb. x. 26, 27. 

Ver. 21. «peitrov yap qv abroic]. The same use of the imperf. where we 
should employ the conjunct., Mark xiv. 21: «adv qv aitw; cf. on the constr. 
Winer, p. 265 (E. T., 282). — ua éreyvuxévar trey d0dv THe duxatocbvyc]. h 6dd¢ THE 
dixatoc, is not “the way to virtue,” or “the way of salvation which leads to 
the moral condition of righteousness’ (Schott), but a designation of Chris- 
tianity in so far as a godly righteous life belongs to it; cf ver. 2.2—7 
éxcyvovow]. The dat. instead of the accus., dependent on abtouc ; by an 
attraction not uncommon in Greek — émozpéa is to be taken here in the 
sense of “to turn back to the former things,” cf. ver. 22, as in Mark xiii. 16; 
Luke xvii. 31, where it is connected with ei¢ 7a éxiow; in Luke viii. 55, never- 
theless, it is used in the same sense without adjunct; see critical remarks. — 
é« the... évroayc)]. With mapadobeionc avtoic, cf. Jude 3.—% ayia évroay is 
the law of the Christian lite, cf. 1 Tim. vi. 14; here mentioned because the 
passage treats of the moral corruption of the false teachers. 

Ver. 22. The two proverbial expressions which form the close bring out 
how contemptible is the conduct just described. — ovu3é8nxe abroic, “it has 
happened to them,” “has befallen them.” — 7d rig dAndove tapomiac]. The same 
construction, Matt. xxi. 21: 1d r¢ ovane; mapomia denotes a figurative speech 
or mode of expression generally. dAnbove is added in order to bring out that 
the proverb has here too proved true; the author employs the singular 
mapouiac, because the two proverbs following have one and the same mean- 
ing. —kéwv émorpépac .. . éépaua]. The verse of the O. T., Prov. xxvi. I. 
LXX., runs: @oTep Kbwv drav éredOn emi tov éavTod eueTov pontdc YEVITAL, OVTWC 
dppwv TH EavTov KaKig dvaarpépac ént THY Eavtod duapriav; in spite of the similarity, 
it is yet doubtful whether the writer had this passage in his eye; probably 
he took this rapowa, like that which follows, — which can be traced to no 
written source,— from popular tradition. —tnuotpépac is not to be taken as 


1 There is a similar passage in Past. erm. 2 In Steinfass’s observation: “ By the dcx- 
iii, 9; ““quidam tamen ex iis maculaverunt se, avocvvys of the odor dixacocvyys, righteousness 
et projecti sunt de genere justorum et iterum is understood as being not the end, but the 
redierunt-ad statum pristinum, atque etiam wayfarer,” the first is right, but the second 
deteriores quam prius evaserunt,” wrong. 
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a verb fin., but the predicate is, after the manner of proverbial expression, 
joined without the copula to the noun (Winer, p. 331 [E. T., 353 f.]): “a 
dog that has returned to its ééépaua” (Gm. Aey.: “what has been vomited”). — 
b¢ Aovoauévn . . . BopBdpov], émorpépaca may be supplied from what precedes, 
but thus this second zapouia would lose its independence; breviloquence is 
natural to proverbs (Winer, p. 547 [E. T., 588]); ec, according to the sense, 
points sufficiently to a verb of motion to be supplied: “a sow that has bathed 
_ uself, to the kbdsopa BopBopov.” 1— xbdcoua (am. Aey.), equal to xvaiorpa: the place 
for wallowing. The genit. BopGdpou (én. Aey.) shows the nature of the KiAcoua 
where the swine wallow; the other reading, «vacoudv, indicates the act of 
wallowing. —Similar passages are to be found in the Rabbis. Ci. Pott 
in loc. 


1 Steinfass interprets erroneously : ‘‘ A sow that was bathed, in order the better to wallow in 
the mire.” 
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CHAPTER IIL 


Ver. 2. Instead of the Rec. juav, the reading, according to almost all 
authorities (Lachm., Tisch.), should be, duvev.— Ver. 3. In place of én’ éoxarov 
in K, L, P, etce., Syr., utr., Oec., etc. (Griesb., Scholz), A, B, C**, &, al., Sahid., 
Chrys., etc., read: éoyatwv (Lachm., Tisch.); the Ree. is probably a correction | 
after Heb. i. 1; cf. also Jude 18. — év éuratyuovg has been rightly adopted into 
the text by Griesb., Scholz, etc.; it is attested by A, B, C, P, &, 27, etc., Syr., 
utr., Arr., etc. Its omission (in K, L, etc., Rec.) is easily explained by its hav- 
ing seemed superfluous on account of the subsequent éumaixrat, — Tisch. has 
placed airav before émvuiac, following A, 8, several min., Oec.; however, B, C, 
K, L, P, al., m., Theoph., etc., are in favor of placing it after ém0. (Griesb., 
Scholz, Lachm.).— Ver. 7. Instead of the Rec. 7@ av7@ Aoyy, after A, Vulg., 
Copt., etc. (Lachm., Buttm., Tisch. 8), C, L, &, al., perm., Syr., utr., etc., read: 
7™@ avtov Adyw (Griesb., Scholz, Tisch. 7). According to Buttm., the reading in 
B is uncertain. On internal grounds it is difficult to decide which is the origi- 
nal reading; Hofmann, however, declares the reading air to be absurd. — Ver. 
9. Koptoc, instead of the Rec. 6 proc; the most important authorities omit the 
article. — ei¢ nudc]. Rec., K, L, etc.; instead of judc, A, B, C, 8, etc., have dude; 
and instead of ec, A, &, etc., read da. Tisch. 7 has adopted ei¢ budc, and 
Lachm. and Tisch. 8, d« duac; the reading e/¢ dude is best attested. Reiche con- 
siders that of the Rec. to be the original reading: ob testium majorem numerum 
(?) et quia hic modestius et convenientius erat, se ipswn includere ; the most of 
the modern commentators prefer ei¢ tuac; Hofm., however, holds. the Ree. to 
be the original reading. Semler looks upon all the three readings as mere inter- 
pretamenta. — Ver. 10. In B, C, Cyr., the article is wanting before juépa; 
Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted it. — After «Aémry¢ the Rec. has év vuxti (after 
C, K, L, ete.), already justly omitted by Griesb. as a later supplement from 
1 Thess. v. 2 (so, too, Tisch. ). — Before odpavo the Rec., after A, B, C (Lachm., 
Tisch. 7), has the article o/; in K, L, &, it is wanting (Tisch. 8). —In place of 
Avdjoovra, Rec., after A, K, L (Tisch. 7), Lachm. and Tisch. 8 have adopted 
the sing. Avdyoerat, following B, C, 8; perhaps it is a correction according to the 
common usage. — Instead of the Rec. xataxajoerat in A, L, etc., B, K, Pyeter 
read ebpednoera; Lachm, and Tisch. have retained the Rec.; the latter observes 
(8): dubium non est, quin ebpedjoera edere jubeamur, at hoc vix ac ne vix quidem 
potest sanum esse; ovx sive ovdxére si praepositum esset, non haerendum esset. 
‘The greater number of commentators have left unnoticed the reading ebpebjoerar: 
not so Hofmann; Buttm. reads: @ év airy Epya ebpedjoerar; but & instead of Ta 
occurs in no codex. Cod. C reads dgavicbjoovrar. See further in the exposi- 
tion. — Ver. 11, rovtwy ovy]. Rec., after A, K, L, &, ete., Vulg., Thph., Oec. 
(Lachm., Tisch. 8); in its place B has rovtwv obtwe, and © tovtwy dé obtwe; Tisch. 
7 had accepted the version of B. — Ver. 12. Instead of r#xeraz, Lachm., following 
‘C, Vulg., etc., reads: taxjoera; probably a correction, because of the preceding 


CHAP. III. 1, 2. 421 
future. — Ver. 13. yiv xawwqv]. Rec., according to B, OC, K, L, P, ete. (Lachm., 
Tisch. 7); in its place Tisch. 8 reads xawyv yiv, according to A, 8; this appears 
to be a correction, after the preceding katvov¢ . . . ovpavotc. — kata 70 énayyeAua]. 
Rec., according to B, C, K, L, P (Tisch. 7); instead of xara, A, etc., read kai; 
and in place of émayyeaua, A, &, etc., have: énayyéAuara; Lachm. has adopted «ai 
Ta émayyéAuata; and Tisch. 8: kata 7a érayyéAuara, — Ver. 15. According to A, 
B, C, K, P, 8, ete., instead of the Rec. air dofeicar (L, etc.), the reading should 
be, as in Lachm. and Tisch.: do§eicay aito, — Ver. 16. After aoa, Tisch. 8, 
following K, L, P, &, reads the article raic; Tisch. 7 and Lachm. omit taic, after 
A, B, C, al. —In place of the Ree. év aic (Tisch. 8), after A, B, 8, Lachm. and 
Tisch, 7 read: év ofc; on this see the commentary. — Lachm. has retained the 
aunv, which closes the epistle, according to A, C, K, L, P, 8, al.; Tisch., follow- 
ing B, has omitted it, remarking: solet omnino a testibus plerisque addi ad 
Jjinem epistolarum; ter tantum (Rom., Gal., Jud.) non satis auctoritatis est, ut 
omittatur aunv. Pauci addunt dunv 3 Joh. 


Ver. 1. Not the commencement of a new epistle (Grotius), but of a new 
section, directed against the deniers of the advent of Christ. — rairyv jon... 
imtoroanv]. ‘* This epistle I write to you, as already the second.” Pott: 
attn 76n Oevtépa éotiv émtotoAn, Hv ypaow wiv. Fronmiiller incorrectly explains 
non by: “now being near my death.” The epistle first written is the so- 
called First Epistle of Peter. —év alc applies both to this and the First 
Epistle of Peter (Winer, p. 1384 [E. T., 142]). The prepos. év does not 
stand here in place of dd (Gerhard), but refers to the contents. — deyeiow 
... davoay, for the phrase: deyeipew év vrouvgjoe, cf. chap. i. 18. — buar 
belongs to d:avocay. — eituxpevn, cf. Phil. i. 10. 

Ver. 2. Cf. Jude 17; in Jude mention is not made of the apostles, but 
only of the prophets. — wryo6jva]. Infin. of purpose: “ in order that ye may 
remember,” equivalent to ei¢ 7d uvnobjvac (Vorstius). — rev mpoeipnuéver pnuatwv 
i7d Tov dyluv npopntov]. This applies evidently to the Old Testament proph- 
ets; and with especial reference to the prophecies which relate to the 
mapovoia of Christ (cf. ver. 4 and chap. i. 19).1 The Vulg. wrongly trans- 
lates: ut memores sitis eorum quae praedixt verborum a sanctis prophetis (or 
sanctorum prophetarum).—xai tig tdv dxootiAwy buov evrodj¢e Tob Kupiov Kat 
owtipo¢]. On the commonly accepted reading juov, a double interpretation 
has been given; some, making quav depend on évrodayc, for the most part 
regard rév drooréAwy a8 in apposition to 7uar, thus: “of our, the apostles’, 
command” (Luther: “the commandment of us, who are the apostles of the 
Lord;” thus, too, Calvin, Hornejus, Wolf, Pott, Dietlein, etc.); whilst 
Bengel more correctly takes juav as in apposition to dmooréAwv; as in Acts 
x. 41: paprvot . . . quiv; for otherwise juav must have stood before dnoord- 
aov; cf. also 1 Cor. i. 18. Others, again, hold that juov is dependent on 
drootoAwv; thus De Wette: “the commandment of our apostles of the Lord, 
i.e., of the apostles who have preached to us, and are sent from the Lord.” 


1 Of course Ta mpoecpnuéva pyuata does not not require to insist upon it; the more so that 
mean ‘‘ what has been said before,’ but “the the contrary is not asserted in the commen. 
words aforetime spoken,” and Hofmann did taries against which his argument is directed. 
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But against this interpretation is the circumstance, that, whilst he elsewhere 
in the epistle designates himself as an apostle, the author of the epistle 
would thus make a distinction between himself and the apostles.1_ On the 
true reading, iuov, the gen. rod xvpiov does not, as was for the most part 
formerly assumed, depend on dmocréjwv, but on évrorie (Brickner, Wiesinger, 
Schott, Steinfass); either in the sense: “the commandment . . . of the 
Lord of thé apostles, i.e., the commandment of the Lord, which the apostles 
have proclaimed ;” or “rod kupiov is added by way of supplement to év702.,” 
and the expression is to be left as it stands originally: “your command of 
the apostles, of the Lord, i.e., which the Lord has given” (Briickner; thus also 
Wiesinger, Schott) ; the latter is to be preferred. No doubt the parallel 
passage in Jude runs: $78 rév drocréAwy tov kvpiov juev; but the whole epistle, 
and especially this passage of it, shows that the author of our epistle, even 
if he had Jude’s composition before him, in no way bound himself slavishly 
to individual expressions in it. According to Wiesinger, Schott, Steinfass, 
by the az, du., Paul and his fellow-laborers are meant; this, too, is more 
probable than that the apostle included himself among them. — By évroAy is 
here, as little as in chap. ii. 21, to be understood the gospel, or the Christian 
religion (or, as Dietlein thinks, “the announcement, i.e., the historical 
proclamation, of those predictions of the prophets, partly fulfilled, partly 
yet unfulfilled, which was intrusted to the apostles”); but évtod7 means 
here, as it always does, the commandment; according to De Wette: “the 
commandment to guard against the false teachers,” after-1 Tim. iv. 1 ff. 
But it is more appropriate, and more in harmony with the connection of 
thought, to understand by it the command to lead a Christian life, in expec- 
tation of the second coming of Christ (Wiesinger, Schott, Brickner) ; Gre 
chap. ii. 22, i. 5 ff, iii. 12. 

Ver. 3. todto mpotov ywodokovrec; cf. chap. i. 20.—ymeoxovtec refers in 
loose construction (instead of an accus.) to the subject contained. in urnobjvat. 
— br &Aeboovra, «.7.4,]. Cf. Jude 18.2 — év éwraryyovy gives sharp prominence 
to the conduct of the éumaixra. The word is a az, Aey.; Heb. xi. 86: éumary- 
#o¢; with the constr. &pyecda év, ef. 1 Cor. iv. 21. — ard rac . . . ropevouevor; 
Jude 18 and 16; idsac is added so as to strengthen the pronoun abrov. 

Ver. 4. The scoffing words of the éumaixrar. —xal Aéyovrec* mod éorwv éray- 
yehia tig mapovoiac abrov]. The question mod éorw expresses the negation; 
“quasi dicunt: nusquam est, evanuit ; denique vana est et mendax;” cf. 1 Pet. 
iv. 18. The same form of speech with mov éorw: Ps. xlii. 4, Ixxix.-10; Mal. 
ii. 17; Luke viii. 25. — abrov, i.e., Christi, cujus nomen ex re ipsa satis poterat 
intelligi (Grotius). Gerhard assumes that the scoffers did not mention the 
name of Christ per éfovdeveouov ; thus also Wiesinger, Hofmann. According 
to the connection (ver. 2), the émayyeAéa meant is that of the O. T. (cf. chap. 


1 De Wette thinks, indeed, that here the 2 Hofmann unwarrantably assumes that by 
non-apostolic writer has involuntarily betrayed that, of which the writer would have his read- 
himself; but, as Stier justly observes, it can ers to be specially mindful, he does not mean 
indeed hardly be supposed that the writer only the contents of the sentence depending 
should have ‘so grossly failed to keep up the directly on yivaoxortes, but still more than 
part” which he had distinctly assumed. that. 
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i. 19 ff.1). In what follows we have the thesis of the scoffers in opposition 
to the émayyedia, and the basis of it. The thesis is: névra obtwc duapéver Gr’ 
dpxn¢ ktioewc; its basis is indicated by the words: dg’ Fe (sc. queoac) of marépec 
éxouunonoav. On the assumption that the dg’ je of mar, éeou-, as used by the 
scoffers, means the period marking off the commencement of the d:ayéver, and 
that dx’ dpy. xr. serves only as a more precise definition of it (Briickner, 
Schott), then by of marépec must be understood “the ancestors, the first 
generations of the human race.” But on this view, d¢’ fc, «.7.2., is an 
entirely superfluous determination (Wiesinger), nor would there thus be any 
indication of the ground on which the scoffers based their thesis ;‘if, how- 
ever, this be contained in dq’ je, «.7 A., the reference in of marépec can be only 
either to the fathers of the Jewish people, to whom the érayyedia was given, 
ef. Heb. i. 1 (Wiesinger), or those of the generation to which the scoffers 
belong (De Wette, Thiersch, Fronmiiller, Hofmann). Now, since the fall- 
ing asleep of the fathers of Israel, before its fulfilment, could not well be 
brought as a proof that the promise was of none effect, inasmuch as it 
referred to a time beyond that in which they lived (cf. 1 Pet. i. 10 ff.), 
preference must be given to the second view. Weisinger, indeed, says that 
the time of the composition of the.epistle does not agree with this; but as 
the tarrying of the rapovoia had already been the occasion of wonder in the 
church, and Christianity, when this letter was composed, had now been in 
existence for at least thirty-five years, it is quite possible that even at that 
tame those who held Libertine views could have supported their denial of the 
parousia by the fact that the expectation cherished by the early Christians 
had remained unrealized, thus calling forth the prophecy here made. At 
any rate, it is a point not to be overlooked, that the words here used are 
represented as to be spoken at a time then still in the future. Ver. 8, which 
otherwise would stand totally unconnected with ver. 4, also favors this view.? 
The connection of the two members of the verse is certainly a loose one, 
since on none of the interpretations does d¢’ 7c, «.7.2., Stand in close connec- 
tion with dcayéve.. The thought which has been somewhat inadequately 
expressed is: Since the fathers fell asleep, nothing has changed, — the 
promise has not been fulfilled, —a proof that every thing remains as it has” 
been since the creation. With éxommdyoav, cf. 1 Cor. vii. 39, xv. 6, and other 
passages. — otrwe does not require any supplement properly so called: “ the 
scoffers point, as it were, with the finger to the (sacred) status quo of the 
world ” (Steinfass). — davéver does not mean “has remained,” nor is it “ will 


1 This Hofmann disputes, saying: ‘‘ By the 2 Dietlein’s interpretation is altogether 


promise is not to be understood the Old Testa- 
ment promise, nor by the future the future of 
Christ, since those who speak thus are mem- 
bers of the Christian church; but with respect 
to the Old Testament prophecy, they speak of 
Jehovah’s coming, and, with respect to Christ’s 
prophecy, of His own coming. 7 émayyedia 
Tis Tapovatas Tod Kupiov might comprehend the 
one as well as the other;”’ the context, how- 
eyer, is in favor of the interpretation which 
Hofmann disputes. 


wrong. According to it, of matépes means: 
“One generation after another always stand- 
ing in the relation of fathers to the race suc-~* 
ceeding it.’’ Peculiar, but certainly quite 
unjustifiable, is the opinion of Steinfass, that 
the scoffers, with reference to the promise con 

tained in the Book of Enoch, understood ot 
matépes to mean “the prophetical, or more 
definitely, the eschatological] patriarchs, begin- 
ning with Enoch, and extending down to 
Daniel.” 
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remain,” but the present expresses the continuous, uniform duration; da 
strengthens the idea péveww.—dn’ apy KTioewc: “since creation took its 
beginning.” 

Ver.5 Refutation of the assertion: révra obtw diayéver, by the adducing 
the fact of the flood. Aavéaver yap . . . éAovtag; yap 18 not equivalent to dé, 
but designates the thought which follows as the reason for their scoffing: 
“Thus they speak because;” cf. Winer, p. 423 [E. T., 453]. — rovro belongs 
either to Aavdaver or to béAovrac; in the first case it refers to what follows: 
ért, «.7.2.3 in which case #éAovrac will mean: “ willingly, on purpose ” (Bruck- 
ner, Wiesinger, Fronmiiller, Hofmann; cf. Winer, p. 436 [E. T.; 407; 
Buttmann, p. 322. Luther: “but they wilfully will not know”); in the 
second case robro refers to the contents of the preceding statement, and @éAew 
means “to assert;” “for, whilst they assert this, it 1s hidden from them that” 
(Dietlein, Schott). The position both of rovro separated from drs by béAovrac, 
and of gédovrac separated by rovro from Aavéaver, favors the second construc- 
tion; that 6éAev can be used in the sense of “to assert,” is clear from 
Herodian, v. 8, 11: eixéva re Hdiov avépyaorov eivat Gedover; the word marks the 
assertion as one based on self-willed arbitrariness, and as without any cer- 
tain foundation. — dru oipavol hoav éxmada; of obpavoi, the plural according to 
the common usage. — é«razac; ef. chap. ii, 3, not, “of old, formerly,” but, 
“from of old,” i.e., jam inde a primo rerum omnium initio (Gerhard). — joav 
belongs in the first instance to odpavoi; yet the subsequent y7 is to be taken 
as applying to it also. — kai y7 && bdatoc Kal dv bdato¢ ovvectica]. cvvectdoa 
expresses the idea of originating out of a combination ; cvvioryue is often 
employed thus by the Greeks in the intransitive tenses, though the reference 
contained in ovy sometimes disappears almost entirely. The prepositions é€ 
and da must not be regarded as synonymous; é refers to the substance, da 
to the means. A twofold significance is thus attributed to the water in the 
formation of the earth, which is also in harmony with the Mosaic account 
of the creation, where the original substance is distinctly spoken of as édwp, 
and in the formation of the earth, water is mentioned as the instrumental 
element (Briickner). There is, accordingly, no foundation for the assertion 
of De Wette, that the author conceived the origin of the world, according 
to Indo-Egyptian cosmogony, as a species of chemical product of water. 
Many interpreters, as Bengel, Wiesinger, Schott, Fronmiuller, Hofmann, as 
also Winer, p. 390 [E. T., 419], explain & édatoe by saying that the earth 
arose out of the water “in which it lay buried.” But this interpretation is 
refuted by the meaning of the verbal idea cvvecrasa, which belongs to é 
tdaroc; thus, too, an element would be introduced which would be of only 
secondary importance.? Although ovreordaa belongs grammatically only to 


1 Schott disputes this, and maintains that 


the scoffers appealed to the fact of the flood in 
support of their opinion, ‘‘in as far as it did 
not form a definite close of the earthly devel 
opment of the world, by an annihilation of the 
world,” and that now what the writer wished 
to bring forward against it was why that judg. 
ment of destruction was executed simply by 


means of a flood, and consequently was not an 
absolute annihilation, but only a change of 
form; but how much here must be read be- 
tween the lines, and to which no allusion is 
made. 

* The interpretation of Hornejus shows to 
what eccentricities commentators sometimes 
have recourse; “ dicitur autem terra consistere 
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yi, yet in thought it has been applied to odpavo: also; thus Briickner, Wies- 
inger, Schott, and in this commentary. This reference may be justified thus 
far, that odpavor is understood of the second day’s work of creation, the visi- 
ble heavens; but it is necessary only if xésuoc (ver. 6) is to be taken as 
meaning the heavens and the earth. De Wette arbitrarily refers the prepo- 
sition é¢ only to the earth, and da to the heavens; the latter in the sense of, 
“through the water, between the water.” 7@ rod Ocod Aé6ym draws emphatic 
attention to the fact that the active cause of the creation of the world was 
the Word of God; to this 7 roi Ocod Adyw, the 76 abrod Adyw, Ver. 7, corre- 
sponds. 
Ver. 6. &’ Gv, «.7.2,]. The question is, To what has dv retrospect? The 
answer depends on the meaning attached to 6 rére xoouoc. To appearance 
this phrase must be regarded as identical with otpavoi at y7, vv. 5 and 7 
(vv. 10, 13); and in support of this view, appeal may be made also to the 
tore as distinguished from viv, ver. 7. On this interpretation, accepted by 
most expositors (as also in this commentary), 6 dv can refer only either to 
é& bdato¢ and 76 Tod Oeod Aoyw (Gerhard, Brickner, Besser, Wiesinger, in this 
commentary also), or to idaroc alone (Calvin, Pott, ete.),1— the plural being 
explained from the circumstance that the water was formerly spoken of both 
as substance and as medium. The objection to this explanation, however, 
is that in the account of the flood there is nothing to show that it caused the 
destruction both of the heaven and of the earth, and that the earth only, but 
not the heaven, was submerged; Hofmann accordingly understands by 6 rére 
«osuoc, “the world of living creatures,” as Oecumenius already had done: 
TO dmwdETo uy TPdC TavTa Tov KOoUOY aKovaTEOY, GAAG Mpd¢ Udva Ta Coa. On this view 
(where viv only, ver. 6, seems to cause difficulty) dv refers to ofpavot Kad yA 
(Oecumenius, Beza, Wolf, Hornejus, Fronmiiller, Steinfass, Hofmann).? 
Ver. 7. oi dé oipavol cal 7 yy]. The viv, which applies also to 7 yf, cannot, 
if by 6 rote xoayoc is to be understood the world of living beings, be taken as 
an antithesis to rére, but it refers simply to the present continuance of 
heaven and earth. — ro ait [abrot] Aoyw points back 7 rod Osod Aoyw, ver. 5; 
if the reading atrod be adopted, this adjunct gives expression to the thought 
that, like as the originating of the heavens and the earth was dependent on 
the Word of God, so also is their preservation to annihilation by fire. If, 
however, air be the true reading, the idea seems to be implied that the 
reservation of the heavens and the earth unto judgment is based already on 
the words of creation.2 Though this idea be surprising, it can certainly not, 


whilst the former world was ‘‘ex aqua et per 
aquam constituta,” this constitutio perished by 
the flood, so that therefore the kéaqos that now 
is, is no longer ‘‘ex aqua et per aquam,’’ but 
*‘aliter constitutus.”’ 

2 Beda likewise applies év to heaven and 
earth, but interprets (evidently erroneously) 


€& jdaTos, 1.€., éxtos VdaTos 8eU mpos Vdara., extra 
aquam s. ad aquas; 5: vdaros,ie., mera 8. év 
wéow datos cum aqua s. in media aqua.’ — 
The opinion of Steinfass, too, that ‘ cvvectaca 
is to be limited to the creation and existence of 
human beings, animals, and vegetables,” finds 
no justification in the words of the epistle. 


1 With this reference Burnet (Archaeol. 
Philos., p. 467) agrees, yet he incorrectly ex- 
plains &¢ ov by ‘‘ eam ob cansam,” or * propter 
illam (aquam) ;” for hestrangely assumes that 


dca thus, that these are not the causa, but the 
objectum perditionis; i.e., 6¢ dy as equivalent 
to in quibus partibus aere et terra. 

8 Dietlein; ‘‘ The sense is this, that the same 
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with Hofmann, be said to be paradoxical. It is, however, also possible that 
atré is only meant to show that the word by which this keeping of the 
heavens and the earth takes place, is the Word of God equally with that by 
which they were created. — rednaavptopévar eiot; “are stored up,” like a treas- 
ure, which is kept against a particular time, cf. Rom. ii. 5. Dietlein is of 
opinion that in the word the idea of use must be kept hold of; he defines it 
thus: “that heaven and earth are to serve as the material for pushes in 
such a manner, however, that they at the same time perish themselves; ” but 
this is justified neither by the reference (Rom. ii. 5), nor by the context. — 
nvol tnpovpevot, K.7.4.]. “In that they are reserved for the fire against the day,” 
etc.; avpi is more appropriately joined with rypobuevoe (Briickner, Fron- 
miiller) than with redjcavpiopévor eiot (Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann); this 
last term does not require the adjunct, since in itself it corresponds to the 
joav , . .ovveorooa, and it is only in the second member of the sentence that 
mention can be made of the future destruction by fire; otherwise, too, 
rnootuevo. Would be somewhat superfluous. The thought alluded to in mupi 
rnootuevor is further developed in ver. 10. Nowhere in the O. T. or N. T. is 
this idea so definitely expressed as here; yet from this it does not follow 
that it is to be traced to Greek, more particularly to the Stoic philosophy, or 
to Oriental mythology. The O. T. makes frequent reference to a future 
change in the present condition of the world (“‘ Heaven and earth shall pass 
away,” Ps. ii. 26, 27), in connection with the appearance of God to judgment; 
cf, Isa. xxxiv. 4, li. 6; especially Isa. lxvi., where, in ver. 22, a new heaven 
and a new earth is expressly spoken of; thus, too, Job xiv. 12. Equally is 
it more than once set forth that God will come to judgment in the destroy- 
ing fire, Isa. xvi. 15, Dan. vii. 9, 10, etc.; how easily, then, from passages 
such as these could the conception which finds expression here arise, the 
more especially that it was promised that the world would never again be 
destroyed by a flood, and the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah by fire 
appeared to be a type of the future judgment of the world. — Conceptions 
as to the world’s destruction similar to those in the O. T. are to be found in 
the N. T., Matt. v. 18 (24, 29), Heb. xii. 27; of fire accompanying the judg- 
ment, 1 Cor. iii. 18, 2 Thess. i. 8; of the new heaven and the new earth, 
Rev. xxit 1.—ele juépav . . . dv0pimov]. The final end against which 
heaven and earth remain reserved for fire; améAea: the opposite of owrnpia, 
ef. Phil. i. 28 (chap. ii. 3).— Dietlein erroneously understands rév édoeBav 
avoporwv as a designation of the whole of mankind, in that, with the excep- 
tion of the converted, they are ungodly. To any such exception there is here 
no reference; the phrase has reference rather to the ungodly in contrast to 
the godly, , 
Ver. 8 refers to the reason given in dd’ fe, ver. 4, on which the scoffers 
based their assertion; it points out that the delay, also, of the parousia is no 
proof that it will not take place. —&v d? rodro; “ this one thing,” as a specially 


Aoyos which created the world assigned also opposition that the passages Isa. Ixvi. 15 ff., to- 

to the post-Noachic world its time and its gether with Mal iii. 1-3, iv. 1, are “the com- 

judgment.” plete statements of that event,” surely no 
1 When Schott denies this, and asserts in _ judicious expositor will agree with him. 
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important point. — ny Aavoaréro tac; “let it not be hid from you;” said 
with reference to ver. 5. —ér: uia quépa, «7.2.3 & thought that echoes Ps. xc. 
4. The words lay stress on the difference between the divine and the human 
reckoning of time. It does not designate God as being absolutely without 
limitations of time (cui nihil est praeteritum, nihil futurum, sed omnia prae- 
sentia; Aretius), for it is not the nature of God that is here in question, 
but God’s reckoning of time which He created along with the world, and the 
words only bring out that it is different from that of man.! For this pur- 
pose the words of the Psalms were not sufficient : yidua &rn #y é¢0aApolc cov dc 
n juépa 9 éxoéc; and, therefore, on the basis of thern, the author constructs a 
verse consisting of two members. — rapa xupiov; “with God,” i.e., in God’s 
way of looking at things. Since, then, time has a different value in God’s 
eyes from that which it has in the eyes of men, the tarrying hitherto of the 
judgment, although it had been predicted as at hand, is no proof that 
the judgment will not actually come.? 

Ver. 9. Explanation of the seeming delay in the fulfilment of the prom- 
ise. —od Bpadvver Kipioc tio émayysdiac]. The genitive does not depend on 
xdpoc (Steinfass), but on the verb, which here is not intransitive, as if epi 
(Hornejus), or évexa (Pott), or some such word were to be supplied, but 
transitive; although elsewhere it governs the accusative (Isa. xlvi. 13, LXX.: 
THY owTyplav THv Tap’ éuod ov Bpadvvd), it can, in the idea of it, be likewise con- 
strued with the genitive. — @padiver means not simply, “differre, to put off,” 
for the author admits a delay, but it contains in it the idea of tardiness 
(Gen. xliii. 10), which even holds out the prospect of a non-fulfilment; 
Gerhard: discrimen est inter tardare et differre; is demum tardat, qui ultra 
debitum tempus, quod agendum est, differt. Cf. with this passage, Hab. ii. 3 
(Heb. x. 37) and Ecclus. xxxii. 22 (in Luther’s translation, xxxv. 22), LXX.: 
Kat 6 xbptoc ob uh Bpadivy, obd? uw} uaxpofuunoe. — xiptoc here, as in ver. 8, is God, 
not Christ, as Schott vainly tries to prove. — oc twée Bpaditnra pyotvta; “as 
some consider it tardiness ;” that is, that, contrary to expectation, the promise 
has not yet been fulfilled; Grotius: “et propterea ipsam quoque rem promissam 
in dubium trahunt.” rive denotes not the scoffers, but members of the 
church weak in the faith. —dA2a pvxpodvuet cic tude]. paxpoduusiv Cc. eri: 
Matt. xviii. 26,29; Luke xviii. 7, etc.; c. mpoc: 1 Thess. v. 14; c. ei¢ only 
here: “ with reference to you.” —eic tuac; not: “towards mankind called of 
free grace” (Dietlein), nor towards the heathen (Schott), but in stya¢ the 
readers are addressed to whom the epistle is written, the more general ref- 


1 Hofmann is consequently equally incor- 
rect when he says that the passage in the 
Psalm asserts that ‘for God time is no time,” 
but here that ‘‘ for Him it is neither short nor 
long.’? 

2 The following thoughts are not expressed 
here, although they may be inferred from 
what is said: ‘“‘In one single day of judgment 
God can punish the sin of centuries, and can 
adjust that great inequality which, by so long 
a duration, has been introduced into eternity ” 
(Dietlein); and “in one day a mighty step 


onwards may be taken, such as in a thousand 
years could hardly have been expected; and 
then again, if retarded by the will of God, the 
march of development will, for a thousand 
years, hardly move faster than otherwise it 
would have done in a single day’? (Thiersch, 
p. 107). 

8 To combine ris émayyeAias with the sub- 
sequent ws tTrves Bpad’TyTa HyovvTal, BO as tO 
make the genitive dependent on Bpadvtynta 
(Hofmann), produces a very clumsy and arti- 
ficial construction. 
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erence to the others being understood as a matter of course. The reason of 
the non-fulfilment hitherto lies in the long-suffering love of God; the 
nearer definition lies in the words which follow. —} Bovddyevoc]. The par- 
ticiple in an explanatory sense: “in that he is not willing.” 1— twag arodéobas; 
rwac, namely, such as still lead a sensual life. — dada mavrac ei¢ usTavotav Xwp7- 
cai; yopeiv here similarly as in Matt. xv. 17,2 “but come to repentance,” OY, 
perhaps more correctly, “enter into repentance;” not as Dietlein thinks : 
“take the decisive step to repentance;” Calvin would, quite incorrectly, 
take yupeiv either as equivalent to recipere, so that xipuc would be the sub- 
ject, or as an intrans. verb equal to colligi, aggregari. — With the thought, 
ef. 1 Tim. ii. 4; Ezek. xviii. 23, xxxiu. 11.3 
Ver. 10. fee dé (7) quégpa Kvpiov bc KAentyc]. Hger dé stands first by way of 
emphasis, in contrast to what precedes: “ but come will the day of the Lord.” 
These words express the certainty of the coming of the day of judgment, 
and dc «Aérrne its unexpected suddenness; cf. 1 Thess. v. 2 (Matt. xxiv. 43): 
tie Tod OEod Huépac, ver. 12, shows that xvpiov is here also equivalent to Gcod 
(not to Xprorod; Schott). — év 7 (ol) obpavod povsnddv mapsdeboovrar]. This rela- 
tive clause states “the event of that day, which makes it essentially what 
it is” (Schott). poiiyddv, am. Aey., equivalent to werd poifov, is best taken in 
the sense peculiar to the word: “with rushing swiftness” (Wiesinger, Schott, 
Hofmann; Pape, s.v.); Oecumenius understands it of the crackling of the 
destroying fire; De Wette, on the other hand, of the crash of the falling 
together. With mapedevoovra, cf. Matt. xxiv. 35, v. 18; Luke xvi. 17; Rev. 
xxi. 1. As to how the heavens shall pass away, see ver. 12. —orovyela 68 
Kavoobueva AvOfoovrat}, oroxyeia. cannot refer to the so-called four elements, 
“inasmuch as the dissolving of fire by means of fire is unthinkable” (Briick- 
ner), and it is arbitrary to limit the idea to three (Hornejus), or to two 
(Estius) elements; as now the position of the words shows that the expres- 
sion has reference neither to the earth afterwards named, nor to the world 
as made up of heaven and earth (Pott: elementa totius mundi tam coeli quam 
terrae; thus, too, Briickner: “the primary substances of which the world, 
as an organism, is composed;” similarly, Wiesinger, Schott), it must be 
understood of the constituent elements of the heavens, corresponding to the 
expression : ai duvauec tov oipavdv, Isa. xxxiv. 4; Matt. xxiv. 29 (cf. Meyer, 
in loc.). This view is justified by the circumstance that in the preceding 
. Tapereboovras no mention has as yet been made of the destruc- 
tion of heaven and earth by fire. At variance with this view, Hofmann 


ol ovpavol . . 


1 According to Dietlein, BovAeoOar expresses 
a ‘ determination of the will;”? @éAecy, * will- 
ing as a self-determination;” this is incorrect, 
BovAcoOar rathér means willing, arising with 
and from conscious reflection; @éAeuv, on the 


Calvin remarks: ‘sed hie quaeri potest: si 
neminem Deus perire vult, cur tam multi 
pereunt ? Respondeo, non de arcano Dei con- 
silio hic fieri mentionem, quo destinati sunt 
reprobi in suum exitum: sed tantum de vo- 


other hand, is willing in general, arising also 
from direct inclination. 

2 Aeschyl. Pers., ¥. 385: eis vadv; cf. Wahl, 
8.0. 

3 In order to deprive this passage of all 
force against the doctrine of predestination, 


luntate, quae nobis in evangelio patefit, Omni- 
bus enim promiscue manum illic porrigit Deus, 
sed eos tantum apprehendit, ut ad se ducat, 
quos ante conditum mundum elegit;*? Beza, 


Piscator, etc., also apply this passage to the 
electi only. 
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understands the expression ocrovyeia here as a designation of the stars, arbi- 
trarily asserting that oro:yeia “cannot be only original component parts, but 
must also be prominent points which dominate that by which they are 
surrounded,” — appealing to Justin (Apolog., ii. c. 5, and Dial. c. Tr., ¢. 28), 
who speaks of the stars as oroyeia oipava. To this view it may be objected, 
that the author could not picture to himself a burning of the stars, which 
appeared to him as fiery bodies; neither do any of the corresponding 
passages of Scripture allude to this. — The verb xavoovcoa only here and in 
ver. 12, “to burn;” in the classics, “to suffer from heat;” the participle 
expresses the reason of the Avdjoovra: “will be dissolved by the burning.” 
bev, in the sense of “to destroy, to bring to nothing,” Eph. ii. 14; 1 John 
iil. 8, — very appropriate here if crovyeia be the original elements. — xa? y7 Kat 
Ta év avry épya Katakanosta], ta épya are neither the wicked works of man 
(after 1 Cor. iii. 15), nor his works in general (Rosenmiiller, Steinfass, Hof- 
mann); the reference may be either to the opera naturae et artis (Bengel, 
Dietlein: “the manifold forms which appear on the earth’s surface, in con- 
trast to the earth as a whole;” thus also Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, Fron- 
miiller); or the expression may be synonymous with that which frequently 
occurs in the O. T.: 7 y# kal 7d rAApwua abtic, that is to say, the creations of 
God which belong to the earth, as they are related in the history of creation, 
cf. Rev. x. 6. Hofmann wrongly urges against this view, that on it ra é& 
aity would be sufficient; for even though this be true, it does not follow that 
the addition of the word épya would prove that it is “the works of men” 
that are here meant. With reference to the reading eipetjoerar, instead of 
the Rec. xaraxafaera (see critical remarks), Hofmann regards it as original, 
and considers the words «ai ra . . . evpedfoeta aS an interrogative clause sub- 
joined to the preceding affirmative clause. Of course an interrogative clause 
may be subjoined to an affirmative; but when Hofmann, in support of his 
interpretation, appeals to 1 Cor. v. 2, he fails to observe that the relation 
between the statement and the question there is entirely different from that 
which is supposed to exist here. 

Vv. 11, 12. rovrav obv navtwv Avouévor]. TovTwv mdvtwv refers to all the 
things before mentioned, and not only, as Hofmann thinks, to the immedi- 
ately preceding épya. As regards the reading odruc, instead of the Ree. odp, 
it is indeed not supported by the preponderance of authorities ; it deserves, 
however, the preference because it (equivalent to “as has before been stated”) 
is more significant than the reading oiv. The present Avouévwy is explained 
by Winer, p. 321 (E. T., 342): “since all this is in its nature destined to 
dissolution; the lot of dissolution is, as it were, already inherent in those 
things” (thus also Dietlein, De Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger) ; but it is more 
correct to find expressed in the present the certainty of the event, which is, 
no doubt, as yet future (similarly, Schott), especially as the passing away 
of all things, as it is formerly described, is in consequence not of their 
nature, but of the will of God as Judge. Hofmann denies, indeed, any 
reference to the future, remarking: the present participial clause brings out 
that this is the fate of the subject; but this fate is one which is realized 
only in the future. — roranode dei, x.7.2,]. As regards its arrangement, this 
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period, as far as the end of ver. 12, is divided by many into two portions, of 
which the first closes either with tude (Pott, Meyer in his translation) or 
with ebceBeiau (Griesbach, Fronmiiller), and forms a question to which 
the second half supplies the answer. But opposed to this construction is the 
word roranoic, which in the N. T. is never used as indirect interrogation, 
but always in exclamation. Consequently the whole forms one clause, 
which has a hortative sense (so, too, Hofmann),! and before which may be 
supplied, for the sake of clearness, “consider therefore.” The sense is: 
“since all that passes away, consider what manner of persons you ought to 
be;” Gerhard: quam pie, quam prudenter vos oportet conservari; yet noranéc¢ 
(in classical writers generally odanéc) is not equivalent to quantus (Bret- 
schneider, De Wette-Briickner), but to qualis. —év dyiaw dvactpopai¢ Kai eboe- 
Beta]. The plural marks the holy behavior and the piety in their different 
tendencies and forms of manifestation. These words may be taken either 
with what precedes (so most commentators) or with what follows (thus 
Steinfass); the latter is to be preferred, since the force of zoraroi¢ would 
only be weakened by this adjunct. — mpoodoxivrag nal onevdovrag THY mapovoiav 
The Tod O£od quépac; not “so that,” but “since ye . . . in holy walk . . . look 
for.” — Most of the earlier interpreters arbitrarily supply ei¢ to omebdovtac ; 
Vulg.: exspectantes et properantes in adventum; Luther: “hasten to the day.” 
Others attribute to the word the meaning, “to expect with longing,” but 
this force it never has; in the passages quoted in support of it the word 
rather means, “to prosecute any thing with zeal,” e.g., Pind., sthm., v. 22: 
omevew dperav; Isa. xvi. 5, LXX.: on. dixatocivyv; but then the object is 
always something which is effected by the action of the ozetdovtoc; the origi- 
nal signification of hastening, hurrying, is to be kept hold of here. That 
by which this hastehing is to be accomplished is to be gathered from ver. 11, 
namely, by a holy walk and piety. The context nowhere hints that it is 
to be accomplished only by prayer? (Hofmann, following Bengel). — The 
expression, t7v mapuvoiav rio tod Oeod juépac, Occurs nowhere else; with 7 rf, 
Ocod jyu., cf. ver. 10 and Tit. ii. 13; to mapovoiay Steinfass arbitrarily supplies 
“rob Xpiorod.” — dv Hv obpavol, x.7.A.]. A resumption of what is said in ver. 10. 
— dv fv may be referred either to rv rapovoiay (Steinfass, Hofmann) or to 
tire T. 9. Huépac; in both cases the sense remains substantially the same. It 
is to be taken neither as equivalent to per (like 0.4, c. gen.), nor in a tem- 
poral sense (Luther: “in which”); but it denotes here, as it always does, 
the occasioning cause, equal to “on account of ” (Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott); 
cf. Winer, p. 373 [E. T., 400]). Dietlein translates correctly, but arbitra- 
rily explains the phrase by “in whose honor as it were.” — mupodpevo, cf. 
Eph. vi. 16; Dietlein falsely: “in that they will burn;” the part. is present, 
not future. —rfxeracz; De Wette: “zero must not be taken strictly as 


1 Hofmann, however, does not urge the interpretation: ‘They hasten the coming of 


N. T. usage of motamovs in favor of this con- the day, in that by repentance and holiness 
struction, but ‘* the want of purpose and cold- they accomplish the work of salvation, and 
ness of dividing the thought into question and render the paxpoOvuca, ver. 9, unnecessary ; ” 
answer.” and Wiesinger further adds: “apd positively 


2 De Wette gives substantially the correct bring it on by their prayers ” (Rey. xxii, 17) 
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meaning /o be melted, as if croy. were to be conceived of as a solid mass; it 
can be regarded as synonymous with Avecda.” The reference to Isa. xxxiv. 4, 
LXX. : kai raxjoovra micat ai duvaperc tov obpavav (cf. Micah i. 4), cannot fail 
to be recognized. Gerhard: cum tota mundi machina, coelum, terra et omnia 
quae sunt in ea sint aliquando peritura, ideo ab inordinata mundi dilectione cor 
nostrum abstrahentes coelestium bonorum desiderio et amore flagremus. 

This verse, which does not 
depend on 6’ #v (Dietlein), but is joined in an independent manner to what 
goes before, forms the antithesis to the thought last expressed, and serves to 
strengthen the exhortation contained in vy. 11, 12.—By kamode ... Kawwgv 
the heaven and the earth of the future are distinguished as to their character 
from those of the present, and prominence is given to their glorified condi- 
tion; cf. 2 Cor. v. 17. — The same idea of a new heaven and a new earth is 
expressed in Rev. xxi. 1. —xard 1d éxéyyedua airod, cf. Isa. Ixv. 17, Ixvi. 22. 
— airod, i.e., Oecd; the O. T. promise, principally at least, is meant. poocdo- 
kouev, Which looks back to npoodoxévrac, ver. 12, significantly designates the 
new heaven and the new earth as the aim of the certain hope of believers. — 
év ole duxatocbvyn xatouei]. A similar thought is contained in Isa. lxv. 25; cf. 
also Rey. xxi. 83-27. Erasmus incorrectly refers év ol¢ to the subject con- 
tained in zpoodonduev; it plainly goes back to kavode obp. x. yiv Katy. duxatosbvn, 
not equivalent to gloria et felicitas coelestis, utpote verae justitiae praemium 
(Vorstius), but the vera justitia itself, i.e., the holy conduct, completely in 
harmony with the divine will, of those who belong to the new heaven and 
the new earth.2, Hofmann widens the idea too much, when he says that 
“ Sxatocivn is to be understood not as applying only to the right conduct of 
men, but in the sense of integrity of nature generally.” 

Ver. 14. 60, dyanyrol, raita mposdoxivrec]. The participle does not give 
the explanation of the 4: “wherefore, because we expect this” (Wiesinger, 
Schott), but the waiting for it belongs to the exhortation (Dietlein, Briick- 
ner, Steinfass).—ozovdacare domo... &v elpivy; domo, cf. 1 Pet. i019: 
duopunrot, besides here only in Phil. ii. 15, “unblamable” (Deut. xxxii. 5: 
réxva pounta) ; reverse of the false teachers: o7iAot xa? yoyo, chap. ii. 18. — 
abr; not equal to bn’ abrod, nor is it the dat. comm. (Schott) ; and as little: 
“with reference to him” (Hofmann); but: “according to His (i.e., God’s) 
judgment.” — eipedivat refers not to the future time of the judgment, but to 
the present time of the expectation. —év éipjvy]. This adjunct does not 


Ver. 13. Kawodc 6 ovpavode Kad yqv xawvqv]. 


1 Although this passage does not finally 
settle the dispute, whether an entire destruc- 
tion, an annihilation, or only a transformation 
of the state of the world is to be looked for, 
whether the world is to be destroyed by fire, 
quoad substantiam suam, or quoad qualitates 
suas, still it gives more support to the second 
than the first idea, since, in spite of the strong 
expressions which the writer makes use of, it 
is not decidedly stated that the world will be 
dissolved into nothing. 

2 In the Book of Enoch, also, similar con- 


ceptions are to be found; chap. xe. 17: “and 
the former heavens, they shall pass away and 
be dissolved, and new heavens will appear; ”’ 
chap. liv., 4,4: ‘In that day will I cause mine 
elect to dwell in their midst, and I will change 
the heavens,’”’ etc.; ‘‘I will also change the 
earth,’”’ etc.; 1.5: ‘the earth shall rejoice, the 
righteous shall dwell therein, and the elect 
shall go and walk therein;”’ x.17: ‘ The earth 
shall be purified from all corruption, from all 
crime, from all punishment, and from all suf- 
fering.” 
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belong to mpocdonGvrec, as Beza considers probable, but to ebpetjrar dora, 
x.7.4.; it gives the life-element, in which the Christian must move (so, too, 
Briickner) ; cf. Ephes. i. 4: év dyaxm; 1 Thess. iii. 13: é dywoivg, if he 
would be found an domAocg: eipfvy is here not “concord” (Pott, Augusti), 
nor is it “ the good conscience,” but peace, in the full meaning of the word; 
the addition is explained from ver. 15. Dietlein incorrectly takes év eipjvy 
as the object to be supplied to donot kal duduyrot, which are here used not 
as relative, but as absolute adjectives ; at the same time, too, he limits eipjvn, 
in the conception of it, to “ peace of the church, especially to peace in rela- 
tion to the church authorities.” Not less erroneous is it to regard, with 
Steinfass, év eippvy as the opposite “of all division between the Jewish and 
the Gentile elements.” The interpretation of De Wette: ‘‘to your peace,” 
equivalent to eic¢ eipfynv (Beza: vestro bono, clementem illum videlicet ac pacifi- 
- cum experturi), cannot be justified on linguistic grounds. 

Vv. 15, 16. Kat rHv Tod Kvpiov Auov uaxpodvuiay]. See ver. 9: “the long- 
suffering of our Lord, which consists in this, that He still keeps back the last 
judgment.” It is open to question whether 6 képog judy means God (De 
Wette, Dietlein, Fronmiiller), or Christ (Wiesinger, Schott, Steinfass) ; 
what goes before favors the former (vv. 14, 12, 10, 9, 8), the N. T. usage 
the latter; in both cases the sense is substantially the same. — cwrypiav 
hyeiode ; antithesis to Bpadut7ra hnyovvta, ver. 9: “the paxpodvuia of the Lord 
account for salvation,” i.e., as something which has your salvation as its aim; 
that is, by your making such use of the time of grace, that the fruit of it is 
the owrnpia. — kabac Kal-6 dyarntoc huav adeApd¢ Madoc, x.7.A.]. The reference 
here to Paul] is evidently meant to emphasize the exhortation given; it is, 
however, more particularly occasioned by the circumstance that many per- 
sons had been guilty of wresting the apostle’s words, and against this the 
apostle wishes to warn his readers. — 6 ayamnroc, «.7.4., designates Paul not 
only as a friend, or a fellow-Christian, but as one with whom Peter feels 
himself most intimately connected in official relationship. Hofmann, on the 
other hand, presses the plural juov, and thinks that by it the apostle, with a 
view to his Gentile readers, would unite the Jewish-Christians with himself, 
so as to show that the apostle of the Gentiles was a beloved brother to them 
as well as to him. The adjunct, xara ryv dobeioav abrd codiav, acknowledges 
the wisdom which has been granted to him, of which also the utterances 
which the apostle especially has in his eye are the outcome. — éypawev div]. 
Which epistle or epistles are meant ? According to Oecumenius, Lorinus, 
Grotius, etc., as also Dietlein and Besser, it is the Epistle to the Romans, on 
account of chap. ix. 22 (jveyxev év roAAM waxpolvuia) and chap. ii. 4; accord- 
ing to Jachmann, the Epistle to the Corinthians (chiefly on account of 1 Ep. i. 
7-9), in consideration of the words, cara. , . sogiav 3 according to Estius, 
Bengel, Hornejus, Gerhard, etc., the Epistie to the Hebrews, on account of ix. 
26 ff., x. 25, 37. These different opinions assume that xaddc applies only to 
the last thought expressed in this verse. But there is no reason for any 
such limitation, since this exhortation is joined in the closest manner possi- 
ble to that which precedes it in ver. 14. Wiesinger rightly rejects the sup- 
position that xafoc éypawe refers still farther back, namely, to the whole 
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section relating to the parousia (De Wette, with whom Briickner agrees, and 
Schott). — Since the document to which the author alludes is, by éypavev 
éuiv, indicated as one addressed to the same circle of readers as Second Peter, 
the reference here cannot be to the above-named epistles, nor yet to the 
Epistle to the Thessalonians (De Wette), but only to the Epistle to the 
Ephesians (Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann: to this Steinfass adds the First 
Epistle to Timothy and the Epistle to the Colossians; Fronmiiller, the last- 
named epistle and that to the Romans). In support of this may be urged 
the character of this epistle as a circular letter, and the echoes of it to be 
found in First Peter. It must also be observed, that although the precise 
thought expressed in the beginning of this verse is not to be found in that 
epistle, yet the epistle itself is certainly rich in ethical exhortations with 
reference to the Christian’s hope of salvation.1 It is plainly entirely arbi- 
trary to assume, with Pott and Morus, that the apostle here oe to an 
epistle which we do not now possess. 

Ver. 16. ¢ kat év maou [raic] éxvorodaic; sc. éypapev. By this adjunct the 
epistle of Paul, referred to in éypapev tuiv, is definitely distinguished from 
his other epistles; but what is true of the former is asserted also of the 
latter, i.e., that they contain the same exhortations, a statement, however, 
which is more precisely limited by AaAdv év abrai¢ mepi tobrwv. The difference 
in the reading, that is, whether the article is to be put with mdoae or not, 
is of trifling importance for the meaning, since it is unwarranted to suppose 
that méoaic raic marks the epistles of Paul as forming a formally completed 
collection (Wiesinger), — the article only showing that the epistles of Paul 
were already known as such. —(atév év abraic mepi robTwv]. Aadav is not for 
év alc. Aadet (Pott), but it means: “when in them (i.e., in his epistles) he speaks 
of these things. — repi tovrwv can only have the same reference as xa@dc, ver. 
15; that is, then, not strictly to the teaching as to the parousia as such, 
but chiefly “to the exhortation given in ver. 14 f.” (Wiesinger), and what 
is connected with it. — The remark in what follows alludes to that which 
oceasioned the mention of Paul’s epistles. —év ole or aic¢ éort dvovonrad tia]. 
It can hardly be decided which is the true reading, o/c or alc. Schott thinks 
that for the sense it is immaterial, since, if aic be read, the twa must be 
limited to the passages where Paul happens to speak mep? robrwv; and if év ole 
the reference can be to those things or questions not generally, but only in 
the way in which they are discussed by Paul. Reiche holds a different 
view; in his opinion, év oé¢ refers to those things in themselves, é» aig to the 
epistles generally; this can, however, hardly be correct, for it is scarcely 
conceivable that the author should let fall a remark closely conjoined with 
what had gone before, which departs so entirely from the connection of 


thought. 


1 Schott must be considered mistaken in 
appealing to this, that “it is precisely the 
Epistle to the Ephesians, ii. 11-iii, 12, which 
contains the most exact development. of the 
idea expressed here in ver. 9 and ver. 15, that 
the divine direction of history, with a view to 


Besides, év aic deserves the preference not only on account of the 


the completion of salvation, has given the pe- 
culiar significance to the present time, to lead 
into the church the heathen world, which will 
be the subject of the future completion of sal- 
vation; ” of all this absolutely nothing is here 
said. 
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external authorities, but because of the following: d¢ ra¢ Aounac ypadac (Wie- 
singer, Brickner, Reiche, Hofmann; Schott otherwise). twa is generally 
regarded as the subject, and dvovéyra as the predicate belonging to it; the 
position of the words, however, decides that dvav. ra must be taken together 
as subject (Schott, Hofmann). By dvovdqra must not be understood, with 
Schott, “the things which in themselves are opposed to the human mind,” 
but the expressions in which Paul speaks of them; Steinfass correctly: 
“-swé are words, not objects;” for to the things the verb ozpeBdodow is not 
suited. What the apostle meant can only be gathered from the connection ; 
consequently, the reference here cannot be to utterances of the Apostle Paul 
with respect to the parousia itself (Schott), and therefore not to any state- 
ments of his, such as are to be found in 1 Thess. iv. 13 ff.; 1 Cor. xv. 12-58. 
Still less does the connection appear to justify the assumption that ‘the 
Pauline doctrine of freedom” (Wiesinger) is meant. Since, however, Paul’s 
statements with regard to Christian freedom stand in close relation to the 
final completion of salvation, and the idea of it forms such a characteristic 
feature of Paul’s teaching, which could only too easily be distorted by mis- 
understanding, it is certainly possible, indeed it is probable, that the author 
had it chiefly in mind in using this somewhat indefinite expression.1— d of 
duaveic Kal dorhpixtoe oTpeBAovow; duabhc, am. Aey., according to De Wette, 
equivalent to “unteachable, with the implied idea of stubbornness and of 
unbelief.”” This is incorrect. duady7¢ means only “gnorant;” no doubt 
the secondary idea given by De Wette may be connected with this (as in the 
passages quoted, Joseph., Antiq., i. 4, 1, and ili. 14, 4), but here it is not to 
be presupposed, since the idea dorfpuxtog connected with dyuadjc, although 
denying strength of faith, does not deny faith itself; with dorfpara, ef. 
chap. ii. 14. Most interpreters assume that the reference here is to the 
seducers, the Libertines and deniers of the parousia formerly mentioned ; 
but as a designation of them, the expressions are too weak; chap. ii. 14, too, 
is opposed to this (Schott). — orpeBAodv, am. Aey., strictly: “to turn with the 
otpéBan.” Here it means: “to distort the words,” i.e., to give them a sense 
other than they actually have; equivalent to dacrpégew (cf. Chrysostom on 
2 Cor. x. 8: obrox mpoc Tae oikeiag duéaTpeav 7a phuata évvoiac); the word is to 
be found in another figurative sense in 2 Sam. xxii. 27, LXX.— dec kat rac 
dorag ypadac]. This addition is somewhat surprising, not only because all 
more precise statement of the ypagai referred to is wanting, but because by - 
it orpeBAotv, which formerly had reference only to the dvovéyré twa in the 
epistles of Paul, is here extended to entire writings; for, to interpret ypagai 
by “passages of Scripture” (De Wette), is arbitrary. —It is very improba- 
ble that the reference is to the O. T. Scriptures (Wiesinger, Schott, Stein- 
fass), since the author would certainly have defined them more nearly as 


1 According to Hofmann, it is passages than that which takes place in regeneration 
such as Eph. ii. 5 f., Col. ii. 12, that are meant, is to be looked for.— This doctrine, combined 
“for with these and similar statements, the with the other, that the world of sense has 
teaching of a Hymenaeus and a Philetus could nothing related to God, would produce that 
be combined, —that the resurrection was al- justification of immorality predicted in chap. 
ready past, and that no other resurrection ii,” 
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such ! (Briickner) ; probably, then, other writings are meant, which, at the 
time of the composition of this epistle, served, like the epistles of Paul, for 
the instruction and edification of the Christian churches; it is possible, 
_ therefore, that these included other writings of the N. T.; but that they 
were only such, cannot be proved. That the words presuppose -a collection 
of N. T. writings, properly so called, is without any reason asserted by De 
Wette (Briickner). — mpdc rip idiav aitév anéAeav]. idiav serves to intensify 
abrav: to their own destruction (cf. chap. ii. 1). The wresting of Scripture 
has this consequence, inasmuch as they make use of the distorted expres- 
sions, in order to harden themselves in their fleshly lust. 

Vy. 17, 18. Concluding exhortation and doxology. — ieic od]. Conclu- 
sion from what goes before. —xpoywdckovtec; since ye know it beforehand ; 
i.e., that such false teachers as have been described will come; not “that 
the advent of Christ will take place,” nor “that the consequences of the 
orpeBAoiv will be the drddea” (Schott). — gvAdocecbe, iva wz]. Since dvdéo- 
oeofe is nowhere else construed with iva uf, iva, «.7.2., is not to be taken as an 
objective clause, but as one expressive of purpose; “ consequently, special 
emphasis lies on gvdAdooceope” (Schott). — 19 trav déouwy TAdvy ovvanaybévrec]. 
The decuo (cf. chap. ii. 7) are the aforementioned éuraixras and Libertines. 
— nAdvy is not “seduction” (Dietlein: “leading astray of others”), for the 
word never has this meaning (not even in Eph. iv. 14); nor would the ovv 
in the verb agree with this, but, as in chap. ii. 18: “moral-religious error; ” 
with ovvanaybévtec, “ carried away along with,” cf. Gal. ii. 18, and Meyer on 
Rom. xii. 16. — éxnéoyre tod idiov ornptyyov |. With éxrinrev, cf. Gal. v. 4, and 
Meyer in loc. —ornpiyyoc, an. Aey., is the firm position which any one pos- 
sesses (not “the fortress :” Luther) ; here, therefore, the firm position which 
the readers as believing Christians take up; cf. i. 12; antithesis to the dua- 
Oci¢ Kat dorhpixrot, ver. 16. Dietlein explains the word quite arbitrarily of 
the “remaining at peace in the church.” — Ver. 18. avdgGvere dé]. Antithesis 
to the éxxéoyre; the remaining in the firm position can take place only where 
the abéévew-is not lacking. Calvin: “ad profectum etiam hortatur, quia haec 
unica est perseverandi ratio, si assidue progredimur.” Hofmann incorrectly 
connects this imperative with gvadcceode, to which it is supposed to be related 
as a further addition; this view is opposed by dé. —év yépite Kat yvdoe rod 
kupiov, «.7.A., does not state “the means and the origin of the growing” 
(Schott), but that in which they should grow or increase; abgdvew, without 
any nearer definition, would be too bald in presence of the iva uy. . . éxné- 
onre, «7.4, With regard to the two ideas, yépu and yvoow, Aretius says: 
“llud ad conversationem inter homines refero, quae gratiosa esse debet; hoc vero 
ad Dei cultum, qui consistit in cognitione Christi ;” this explanation is wrong ; 
xapic can be only either the grace of God, so that the sense of the exhorta- 
tion would be, that they should seek to acquire the grace of God in ever 
richer measure (Hornejus, etc.) ; or —and this is preferable — the state of 


1 Although in other parts of the N. T. ai Scriptures are here referred to; it would be 
ypapai always means the O. T. Scriptures, different were Aouras not added. 
still the addition of Aovrai proves that other 
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grace of the Christians (according to Calvin, etc.: the sum of the divine 
gifts of grace). — The yvéou is here specially mentioned, because the author 
regarded it as the living origin of all Christian activity. — The genitive, roo 
kupiov, «.7.A., is taken by De Wette, Briickner agreeing with him, with refer- 
ence to yaptc as the subjective, with reference to yvdoi as the objective 
genitive; in like manner Hofmann. This twofold reference of the same 
genitive is inconceivable ;1 if it belong to both ideas, it can only be the gen. 
auctoris (Dietlein, Steinfass); but since it is more natural to explain it in 
connection with yvaow as gen. objec., yépec must be taken as an independent 
conception. — Finally, the doxology, applied to Christ; Hemming: “ test- 
monium de divinitate Christi, nam cum tribuit Christo aeternam gloriam, ipsum 
verum Deum absque omni dubio agnoscit. — The expression ¢i¢ juépav aldvoc, is 
to be found only here; Bengel takes jépa in contrast to the night: aeternitas 
est dies, sine nocte, merus et perpetuus; this is hardly correct; most interpret- 
ers explain the expression as equivalent to tempus aeternum, synonymous 
with eic rdv aidva, 1 Pet. i. 25, or with eic¢ rode. aidvac, Rom. xvi. 27; this is 
too inexact; fuépa aidvoc is the day on which eternity, as contrasted with 
time, begins, which, however, at the same time, is eternity itself. — dup ; 
ef. Jude 25. 


1 Hofmann, indeed, appeals to Rom. xv. 4; Tit. ii. 13; 1 Pet. i. 2; but these passages do 
not prove what they are meant to prove. 


THE FIRST EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE JOHN. 


INTRODUCTION. 


SEC. 1.—CONTENTS AND DESIGN OF THE EPISTLE. 


1. LeapinG IpEAs. — The entire development of the argument of the 
Epistle is based upon the single fundamental conviction of the antagonism 
subsisting between the “world” and “believers.” Whilst the former are 
under the power and dominion of the devil, the latter are‘in fellowship with 
God. ‘Those who belong to the world are the children of the devil, the others 
are the children of God. The objective basis of believers’ life-fellowship 
with God is the mission of the Son of God, originating in His love, for 
the reconciliation of the world, or the incarnation of the Son of God (the 
Eternal Life which was with God from eternity), and His self-sacrifice unto 
death ; its subjective basis is faith in this fact of the divine love. Whoso- 
ever believes in Jesus Christ, the Son of God, belongs no more to the 
world, but has been born of divine seed, a child of God. The Christian 
must therefore, above all things, be on his guard against the false doctrine 
which, making a distinction between Jesus and the Son of God (or Christ), 
denies the manifestation of the Son of God in the flesh, — and, consequently, 
the fact of the revelation of divine love, —and thereby abolishes the ground 
of the life-fellowship with God. —In the communion which the believer, 
anointed with the Holy Ghost, enjoys with God in Christ, he possesses not 
only true knowledge, but also righteousness. Whilst the world is dominated 
by darkness, and those who belong to it know not whither they go, believers 
walk in the light. Enlightened by the Holy Ghost, they know God in the 
truth of His being, and are able to distinguish between truth and false- 
hood. At the same time their life is in sharpest contrast to sin. The 
latter is so opposed to their nature, that, as those who are born of God, 
they do not, nay, can not sin, but, on the contrary, in harmony with the 


pattern of Christ, do righteousness ; whereas those who belong to the world, 
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as children of the devil, commit sin, which is the principle of their life. 
It is true the Christian is conscious that he also still has sin; but inas- 
much as he does not deny, but, on the contrary, confesses it openly, the 
blood of Christ cleanses him; and, further, in the consciousness that Christ, 
the Righteous One, is his Paraclete with the Father, he also purifies himself, 
as Christ is pure. —The essence of the believer’s righteousness is Jove to 
God, which manifests itself in obedience to His commandments, the sum of 
which is love to the brethren. — Whilst the world, following the example 
of Cain, who hated and slew his brother on account of his righteous life, 
hates the children of God, and in the spirit of hatred incurs the guilt of 
murder, the believer, imitating the pattern of Christ, feels himself bound, 
not in word only, but in deed as well, to love his brother, and to give his 
life for him if necessary. In love like this he possesses evidence of his 
divine adoption, and therein eternal life. Whilst the world continues in 
death, he has passed out of death into life; and in this new life he is free 
from fear and full of joyful confidence. He knows that his prayers are 
heard of God, and looks forward with confidence to the day of judgment, 
when he shall not be put to shame, but shall be like God, inasmuch as 
he shall see Him as He is.— The period still continues during which the 
world manifests its antagonism to the believer, who is also tempted by 
the devil; but in his faith, which is the victory over the world, he has 
vanquished these enemies, and the devil can accomplish nothing against 
him. Moreover, the world has already begun to vanish; it is the last 
time, as the appearance of Antichrist clearly proves; soon Christ shall 
appear, and with Him the perfecting of His own. 

2. Line of Argument. — At the outset we have an introduction, in which 
the apostle announces the appearing of that Eternal Life which was with 
the Father to be the theme of his apostolic message; and indicates the 
perfecting of his readers’ joy, in their communion with the Father and 
with His Son Jesus Christ, as the end aimed at in his Epistle (chap. i. 
1-4). The letter itself he begins with the thought that God is Light (i. 5), 
from which he infers that if a man asserts that he has fellowship with 
God, whilst walking in darkness, it is a lie (i. 6); and, on the other hand, 
that the fellowship of Christians with each other, and purification through 
the blood of Christ, are conditioned by a walk in the light G. 7). In 
connection with the purification mentioned, he urges that whosoever claims 
to be without sin deceives himself, and makes God a liar, whereas in case 
of an honest confession of sin God manifests His faithfulness and justice 
by forgiving the sin and cleansing from it (i. 8-10); and with this con- 
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sciousness, in case he sin, the Christian may comfort himself, since he 
has Jesus Christ the righteous, who is the propitiation for the sins of 
the whole world, as his Paraclete with the Father (ii. 1,2). In ver. 3 the 
apostle returns again to the starting-point in his argument, by showing 
that (just as fellowship with God can only be enjoyed whilst walking in 
the light) the knowledge of God can only exist in obedience to His com- 
mandments, and the being in Him in following after Christ (ii. 3-6). 
The command involved in this for the readers, says the apostle, is the 
old one which they had heard from the beginning, and which he now once 
more impresses on them because the darkness is already beginning to 
vanish. He then describes (ii. 7, 8) walking in the light as walking in 
brotherly love, whereas the man who hates his brother is in darkness (ii. 
9-11); and turns directly to his readers, whom he addresses as true Chris- 
tians who have obtained forgiveness, known the Father, and conquered 
the evil one (ii. 12-14), in order to warn them against love of the world 
and seduction by false teachers. The exhortation: “love not the world,” 
he bases on a reference to the incompatibility of love of the world with 
love of God, and on the passing away of the world and its lust (ii. 15-17). 
The necessity for this exhortation the apostle discovers in the fact that it 
is the last time, as the appearance of the antichrists shows (ii. 18). The 
line of thought thus passes on to the consideration of these antichrists. 
The apostle mentions, first of all, their relation to the Christian Church. 
“ They have,” he says, “gone out from us, but they were not of us;” and 
he then describes them, after the interjectory remark that his readers, as 
the anointed of the Holy One, know the truth, as those who deny that 
Jesus is the Christ (i.e., as deniers of the identity of Jesus and Christ), 
whereby they deny the Father as well as the Son (ii. 19-23). After an 
exhortation to his readers to abide by what they had heard from the 
beginning, whereby they should continue in the Son and in the Father, 
and enjoy everlasting life, he expresses his confidence towards them that 
the unction they had received remains in them, that therefore they 
require no human teacher; and exhorts them to abide in Christ in order 
that they may not be put to shame at His coming (ii. 24-28). 

In like manner as the apostle, in chap. i. 5, inferred from the light- 
nature of God that only the person who walks in light can have fellowship 
with Him, so now he argues from the righteousness of God, that only the 
person who practises righteousness is born of Him (ii. 29). But since 
Christians are the children of God, and as such entertain the hope of 
one day being like Him, therefore this hope is, as it were, an incentive 
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to them to purify themselves even as Christ is pure, and consequently to 
avoid sin, which is disobedience to the law; and this is all the more since 
Christ has appeared for the very purpose of taking away sin, and is Him- 
self free from it. From the sinlessness of Christ it follows that whoso- 
ever is in Him does not sin; but, on the contrary, whosoever sinneth hath 
not truly known Him (iii. 1-6). The apostle, having pointed out that he 
alone is righteous according to the pattern of Christ who doeth righteous- 
ness (iii. 7), sharply contrasts those who commit sin, as children of the 
devil, with those who are born of. God, and therefore cannot sin, because 
the divine seed remaineth in them (iii. 8-10); and then indicates, as the 
righteousness which the children of God practise, that brotherly love which 
he describes as the theme of the message which Christians had heard 
from the beginning (iii. 10, 11). Warningly does the apostle point to 
the world, which, following the type of Cain, hates the children of God, 
and is in death; whereas the believer shows by love that he has. passed 
from death unto life (iii. 12-15). The pattern of Christian love is Christ; 
as He gave His life for us, so also must the Christian give his life for 
the brethren; nor may he content himself with a mere apparent love, but 
must love in deed and in truth (iii. 16-18). Love like this bears its own 
blessing with it; he who practises it knows that he is of the truth, and, 
whilst he overcomes thereby the accusation of his own heart, he has con- 
fidence towards God in the consciousness that God hears his prayers 
because he keeps the commandments of God (ili. 19-22). With the fore- 
‘going the apostle then immediately connects the idea that God’s com- 
mandment embraces a twofold element: viz., (1) that we believe on the 
name of His Son Jesus Christ; and (2) that we love one another (iii. 
23); and then proceeds, after remarking that whosoever obeys the com- 
mandments of God stands in communion with Him (he in God, and God 
in him), and is conscious of this fellowship through the Spirit given him 
of God (iii. 24), to a further reference to the false teachers, which he 
commences with the warning: “Believe not every spirit, but try the spirits 
whether they are of God.” He gives the characteristic mark of the 
Spirit that is of God, and also of the spirit of Antichrist, assures the 
believers of victory over false teachers, and presents the difference between 
them and the true apostolic teachers: “They are of the world, wherefore 
they speak of the world, and the world hears them; we are of God; who- 
soever knoweth God heareth us” (iv. 1-6).— Without introducing any 
ideas to mark the transition thereto, the apostle now utters the exhorta- 
tion: “Let us love one another,” which he establishes by saying that love 
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is of God, or—as he also says—that God is love. God has proved His 
love by sending His Son to be a propitiation for our sins; but if God 
has loved us so much, we ought also to love one another. When we do 
this, then God is in us, and lets us know that He is by His Spirit (iv. 
7-13). Having pointed out that the manifestation of the love of God is 
the substance of apostolic testimony, and faith therein ‘the condition of 
fellowship with God, the apostle once more utters the thought that God 
is love, in order to urge that communion with Him can consist only in 
love, and that this love manifests itself as perfect by our having confi- 
dence on the day of judgment, since love drives out all fear (iv. 16-18). 
But if the love of God compels us to love Him in return, we must re- 
member that we really love God only in case we love the brethren; for 
the man who does not love the person whom he sees, cannot possibly love | 
God whom he does not see (iv. 19-21). That the believer loves the breth- 
ren, the apostle then infers from the fact that he is born of God; for if, 
as such, he loves God who has begotten himself, he must also necessarily 
love those who are begotten of God, i.e., his own brethren (v. 1); and he 
is conscious of this love in that he loves God and keeps His command- 
ments. After remarking that love to God consists in keeping His com- 
’ mandments, and that God’s commandments are not hard to the believer, 
because being born of God he conquers the world by faith (v. 3-5), the 
apostle proceeds to refer to the divine evidence of the belief that Jesus is 
the Son of God. He describes the latter as having come by water and 
blood, and in proof of this appeals to the testimony of the Spirit. This 
testimony is all the stronger inasmuch as it is a threefold one, viz., that 
of the Spirit, the water, and the blood. If human evidence is accepted, 
much more ought the witness of God to be received. To the believer, 
however, this witness is not merely an external, but also, at the same time, 
an inward thing; viz., the eternal life which has been given him in the 
Son of God (v. 6-12). As already previously, so also here again, the apos- 
tle sets forth, as a main element in the believer’s eternal life, his confi- 
dence that God hears his prayers, and couples with this the exhortation 
to make intercession for the brother who may chance to sin. At the same 
time, however, he distinguishes between the case of the man who sins 
unto death and the man who does not, and explains that his precept 
anent intercession only refers to those who do not sin unto death (v. 18-17). 
—In bringing his Epistle to a close, the apostle once more announces, 
in three propositions, its leading thoughts, viz., that he who is born of 
God does not commit sin; that they, the Christians, are born of God, 
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whilst the world, on the other hand, belongs to the evil one; and that 
they have received, through the Son of God, the faculty to recognize Him 
that is true as the substance of their Christian consciousness. After the 
remark, that being in Christ we are in Him that is true, and that He is 
the Son of God and eternal life, the Epistle closes with the exhortation: 
“ Little children, keep yourselves from idols.” 

Concerning the various theories as to the construction of the Epistle, 
compare especially Erdmann, Primae Joannis ep. argumentum, etc., I. 1855; 
Liicke’s Kommentar, § 4, 3d ed. 1856; and Luthardt’s Programm: de primae 
Jo. ep. compositione, 1860. Pre-Reformation commentators hardly troubled 
themselves about the construction of the Epistle at all. After the Refor- 
mation, the theory which first prevailed was that a systematic, logically 
arranged sequence of ideas of any kind is entirely absent from the work 
(Calvin: sparsim docendo et exhortando varius est). After the time of 
Matth. Flaccius, some expositors assumed that it was made up of a num- 
ber of isolated aphorisms, only loosely jointed together, and in which 
various subjects were discussed; though others (Calvin, Hunnius), notwith- 
standing, labored to show a close sequence of ideas in accordance with a 
dogmatic plan. The most ingenious attempt of this kind was that made 
by Bengel, who, basing his argument upon the passage in v. 7 (Receptus), 
traced the construction of the Epistle to the dogma of the Trinity; a 
view adopted also by Sander. The right point of view from which to 
gain an insight into the structure of the Epistle was first discovered by 
Joach. Operinus in his work, Johannis ap. paraenesis ad primos christianos 
de constanter tenenda communione cum patre ac filio ejus Jesu Christi, etc., 
Gottingen, 1741, in which he shows that the purpose which John himself 
has announced in the preface is the same by which he was led in the 
composition of the Epistle throughout. Nearly all modern expositors, 
with the exception of a few of the earlier ones, have followed in the 
path opened up for them by Operinus. But with regard to the coupling 
of the ideas, unanimity has not been attained. 

Whilst Liicke, in dividing the argument into eight groups of ideas, 
approaches at least the aphoristic method, the other modern commenta- 
tors have labored to prove a more stringent arrangement of the thoughts 
conveyed in the book. It is plain, however, on closer study of the work, 
that none of these attempts has really succeeded. The Epistle has indeed 
been divided into different sections, and to each section a separate super- 
scription been given, expressive of the main idea which informs the entire 
argument of that particular portion; but, on the one hand, the same ideas 
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are found repeating themselves in the various sections, and, on the other, 
the leading thought suggested for a particular section does not invariably 
so inform that portion, that it might serve as the point of departure for 
studying its details. In the first edition of this commentary it is asserted, 
— following the view of De Wette,—that the Epistle from chap. i. ver. 5 
till chap. v. ver. 17, may be divided into three groups of ideas, distin- 
. guishable from each other by the fact that at the outset of each, as it were, 
a chord is struck which, more or less, gives tone to the melody throughout 
the entire part which it marks. As keynotes for the three sections sug- 
gested, the three truths are indicated: 1st, God is light, i. 5; 2d, Christ 
(or God) is righteous, ii. 28; and 3d, God is love. But that these key- 
notes actually sound throughout the whole of the parts they are respec- 
tively supposed to lead, is not and cannot be proved. 


_ ReMmARK.— That the theories respecting the argument suggested by other 
commentators, ancient as well as modern, are insufficient, has been shown by 
Luthardt in the work already quoted; the same remark, however, applies also to 
the construction which he himself — following in the lead of Hofmann (Schrifé- 
bew. 2d ed. II. 2, p. 353 ff.) — has proposed, and which divides the Epistle into the 
following five parts: i. 5-ii. 11; ii. 12-27; ii. 28-iii. 24a; ili. 24b-iv. 21; v. 1-21. 
For, when he thus defines the contents of the third part: Salutis futurae spes 
christiana quantum afferat ad vitam sancte agendam, exponitur, it is manifestly 
inappropriate, since the apostle throughout the entire section only refers to the 
Christian hope in ii. 2, from which it is plain that this is not the informing 
main idea of it. Again, when he represents the fourth part as treating of the 
Holy Ghost, his view is indeed so far correct, that, especially in the beginning, 
the discourse does turn upon the Spirit of God; but from iv. 7 onwards the 
development of the argument proceeds independently, without any reference to 
the Spirit, and only in ver. 18 — and even then merely in passing —is there any 
mention of Him made whatever. Much more decidedly does the apostle refer 
to Him in v. 6 ff., which passage, however, according to Luthardt, belongs not 
to the fourth, ‘but to the fifth part, in which the subject treated of is faith. 
But even this definition is doubtful, since faith is discussed not only in v. 1 ff., 
but also, and very distinctly, long previously, in iii. 23 and iv. 138-16. Braune 
hardly attempts a disposition of the Epistle at all, It is true he divides it into 
four parts: namely, Introduction, i. 1-4; first main division, i. 5-1i, 28; second 
main division, ii. 29-v. 11; conclusion, v. 12-21. He also suggests leading chief 
topics for the two main divisions (viz., for the first, God is light; for the second, 
Whosoever is born of the righteous God doeth righteousness). But he only 
indicates as leading main topics the ideas which the apostle expresses in i. 5 and 
ii. 29, that is, at the beginning of the passages which Braune has marked as the 
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chief sections, without showing how these thoughts inform the various groups 
of ideas which follow them. He contents himself with pointing out the simple 
sequence of the ideas as they follow each other in the development of the 


argument. 


In order to understand the construction of the Epistle, the following 
three points are especially to be observed: 1st, The apostle’s object is to 
preserve the readers in the fellowship of God, that their joy may be perfect. 
2d, That the apostle, in order to achieve his end, unfolds especially the 
ideas that fellowship with God is only possible in the case of one whose 
life, rooted in faith in Jesus Christ, and harmonizing in holiness with the 
nature of God, is in love; and that the Christian is not only bound to such 
a life, but also in virtue of his divine birth (which has placed him in a 
relation of absolute antagonism to the world, which is é« rod rovnpod) is 
impelled by an inward necessity to lead it. 3d, That the apostle develops 
these ideas under the conviction that the antichristian lie is present in the 
world, and also that the second advent of Christ is rapidly approaching. 
Keeping these elements in view, it depends upon the identification of the 
various points in the unfolding of the argument in the Epistle when 
the latter takes such a turn that a new feature may be said to enter and 
to inform the discourse which follows. Nearly all commentators are 
agreed, and rightly, that the verses from chap. i. ver. 5 to chap. ii. ver. 11 
form one self-contained group of ideas. The informing and ruling idea of 
this passage, however, is not a distinct and specific doctrinal proposition, 
intended to be explained in its several parts, but rather the antithesis to 
that indifferentism which ignores the antagonism between fellowship with 
God and a life in sin, in opposition to which the apostle urges that only the 
man who walks in light—or who keeps the divine commandments and 
loves his brother — is in communion with God, and knows Him. The close 
relation in which these propositions stand to each other is shown also 
outwardly by the phrases: édv elmwpev, «.7.,, chap. i. 6, 8, 10, and 6 Aéywr, 
k,7.4,, il. 4, 6, 8, which are only found here, and is proved by the fact that 
ii. 10, 11, manifestly refers backwards to i. 5, 6. — The argument takes a new 
turn, as most commentators also have noticed, with ii. 12, in which the apos- 
tle, after reminding his readers of their happy experiences in salvation, and 
indicating these as the ground of his writing to them, in direct exhortation 
warns them against the love of the world. With this warning is coupled 
the reference to the antichrists which has impelled the apostle to exhort 
his readers to abide by what they had heard from the beginning, because 
thus alone can they abide in the Son and in the Father, and enjoy ever- 
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lasting life, so that they may not be put to shame on the day of judgment. 
The last turn in the argument shows how closely the apostle has kept in 
view, throughout this exhortation, the intention of the entire Epistle (i. 4). 
Moreover, the fact that the dvrixmoro—as the apostle himself asserts 
subsequently — are é rod xéouov, justifies our joining together in one whole 
the warning reference to the antichrists, and that against the love of the 
world. — In the foregoing the apostle has indeed shown that if Christians 
are to glory in their communion with God, they must walk in the light 
(that is, in obedience towards God, and in love towards the brethren), 
abstain from fellowship with the world, and faithfully abide by the Word 
of God ; but he has not yet shown how they stand, in accordance with their 
nature, in antagonism to sin, and therefore also to the world. To this proof 
he proceeds in ii. 29, from which onwards he explains in detail how 
Christians as such are born of God, and therefore the children of God, 
who necessarily sanctify themselves in the hope of the future glory, do 
righteousness, and abstain from sin, nay, cannot sin, because the divine 
seed remains in them; whilst, on the other hand, those who commit sin, 
and therefore belong to the world, are the children of the devil. This 
explanation the apostle gives from ii. 29-iii. 10, where, with the words xa? 
O¢ uy ayanav, «.7.2., he begins to discourse about brotherly love. But that 
a new section, properly speaking, does not open herewith, notwithstanding 
that the conception of the divine birth recedes into the background, 
appears not only from the nature of the connection with the foregoing, but 
also from the fact that the apostle at the outset holds fast to the contrast 
which he had so sharply defined at the close of the preceding — directing 
the attention of his readers to Cain, who was é« tov wovypov, as the repre- 
sentative of the world. The immediate transition from the conception of 
the dixaocivn to that of the dya7y cannot excite surprise if we consider that 
to the mind of the apostle the latter was not something added to the 
former, but is the diaoovvy itself in its practical manifestation. The 
propositions which treat of love, and in which the line of argument is so ' 
plainly defined by the intention of the work, hang so closely together down 
to ver. 22, that, although one new element after another is introduced, still 
it is impossible to make a new section until, in ver. 23, to the conception of 
brotherly love there is added that of faith in the name of Jesus Christ 
the Son of God. This, however, dare all the less be overlooked, since in the 
whole discussion hitherto the element of faith, so weighty for the purpose 
of the work, has nowhere been exhaustively considered, nor even the word 


’ 
morevew been once introduced. It is true the apostle seems immediately 
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afterwards to pass on to something else, since in iv. 1-6 he discourses of 
the difference between the antichristian spirit and the Spirit of God, and 
in iv. 7-21 of the love of the brethren ; nevertheless, on closer examination 
it is manifest that in these sections tlie reference to faith is maintained 
throughout. In the section iv. 1-6, namely, the duodroyeiv 'Ijcobv Xpicrov, 
k.t.A., is given as the characteristic of the Spirit of God. This dyodroyeiv, 
however, is nothing else than the belief ei¢ 7d dvoua r. viot Oeov 'l, Xpiotod, 
expressing itself in words. That the apostle, while he would exhort his 
readers to hold fast their faith, first of all calls on them to try the spirits, 
need not surprise us when we think of the danger threatened to believers 
by the false teachers that had arisen. It may appear more strange that in 
ver. 7, with the exhortation dyamauev ddAjdovce, there is a transition to a 
train of thought that treats of love; but it is to be observed, not only that 
in ili. 23, dyarauev dAAnrove is closely connected with motevowuev, k.T.A., but 
also that the further statements about love serve exactly to explain its 
connection with faith. The thought of the apostle is this: He only lives in 
God who loves God; God can only be loved because He is love; God has 
revealed Himself as love by the sending of His Son to be a propitiation for 
sin, therefore love to God is conditioned by faith in this act of the divine love. 
But while the believing Christian, who as such is born of God, now loves 
God, his love extends also to his brethren who, as he is, are born of God. 
In the development of these ideas, not only do the preceding statements of 
the apostle about brotherly love obtain their special confirmation, but 
the necessity of faith for fellowship with God is also set forth, so that the 
apostle in what follows, after referring to the world-overcoming power of 
faith, can proceed to treat of the divine evidences for faith, and emphasize 
the fact that the believer has eternal life, and therein possesses mappyova mpd¢ 
tov Oeov. The ideas from iii. 23 to v. 17 are so grouped into a whole, as 
indeed may be perceived in them, that v. 13 (of morebovtec ei¢ 70 Ovoua tov viovd 
tov Ozod) plainly refers backwards to iii. 23, in addition to which it is to be 
observed that the concluding thought here bears the same reference to the 
purpose stated in i. 4 as the concluding thought of the preceding group. 

From this explanation it is clear, that if we lay aside the preface, i 1-4, 
and the conclusion, v. 18-21, three points are to be noticed in the Epistle, 
at which the development of ideas takes such a direction that a newly 
introduced point of view dominates what follows, and that the Epistle 
therefore divides itself into four leading sections, namely, i. 5-ii. 11; ii. 
12-28; ii. 29-iii. 22; and iii. 23-v. 17. In order to fulfil in his readers the 
purpose of his writing, the apostle in the first section attacks the moral 
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indifference which endangers them; in the second he warns them of love of 
the world and of antichrist; in the third he shows that only a righteous 
life of brotherly love corresponds to the nature of the Christian; and in the 
Jourth he points them to faith in Jesus Christ, the Son of God, as that 
which is testified by God to be the basis of Christian life.1 

3. Motive. — From chap. ii. 18 ff. and iv. 1 ff. it is to be understood that 
the appearance of the false teachers, spoken of by him as dyriypioror, fur- 
nished the special motive for the production of this Epistle. These are 
neither different false teachers (according to Storr, Sabians and Docetans; 
according to Sander, Ebionites and Docetans), nor even “true Jews as 
deniers of the Messiahship of Jesus” (Loffler, Disert. hist. exeg. Joannis Ep. 
I. gnosticos impugnari negans, 1784, and Commt. theol., ed. Velthusen, vol. I.), 
nor “practical false teachers, proceeding from heathenism” (Baumgarten- 
Crusius), nor “such men as partly had suffered shipwreck of their faith, 
and partly did not practise worthily the Christian belief in their lives” 
(Bleek); but Docetans, and indeed such Docetans as denied the identity 
of Jesus and Christ, and so adhered to that false doctrine which Irenaeus 
ascribes to Cerinthus in the words: Cerinthus . . . subjecit, Jesum... 
Suisse . . . Joseph et Mariae filium .. . post baptismum descendisse in eum 
. . . Christum, . . . in fine autem revolasse iterum Christum de Jesu. Not 
only the passages named, but also v. 5, 6, 1. 3, ili, 23,-iv. 15, point to this 
form of Docetism only (so also Braune). Without foundation is the view 
of several commentators (Sander, Licke, Ewald, also Thiersch, Hilgenfeld, 
who, however, is not definitely decided, and others), that the polemical 
purpose of the apostle was equally, or even alone, directed against the 
stricter Docetism which ascribed to Christ only an apparent body, on behalf 
of which appeal is erroneously made to 1 John i. 1, iv.2; 2 John 7.— 
That the former Docetans had a distinct antinomian direction, or in their 
darkness of knowledge in regard to duty felt themselves elevated to a moral 
course of life (Hilgenfeld, Thiersch, Guericke, Ewald, etc.), cannot be 
inferred from the moral exhortations of the apostle (comp. Brickner) ; it 
is much rather to be observed, that nowhere in these exhortations does the 
apostle refer to the antichristians, and that where he does mention them 
he nowhere characterizes them as Antinomians.? 


1 We may also unite the first and second _ points to the joy of which the Christian par- 
sections more closely inone whole; for the takes in fellowship with God. 
former contains the premises for the warning 2 In opposition to the view that the passage, 
uttered in the latter. In the threefold division iii. 4, bears evidence for the Antinomianism of 


which then arises, the conclusion of each part _ the false doctrine, Neander (G@esch. d. Pflane- 
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According to Liicke and Erdmann, the Epistle was occasioned not only 
by the appearance of the antichristians, but also by the critical state of the 
churches to which it is addressed (which Erdmann describes as a state of 
moral depravity). But although some of it, especially the antithetical 
import of the section, i. 5-ii. 11, indicates that in the case of many 
indifference to holiness of life was not wanting, yet nowhere do we find 
any blame expressed in regard to the moral condition of the churches on 
the whole. The apostle does not exhort his readers to return to the moral 
earnestness originally displayed by the Christians, but to perseverance in 
that which they are and have. 


SEC. 2,—FORM AND CHARACTER OF THE EPISTLE. 


1. The Form. — While the mass of ancient writers regarded this com- 
position as a letler, Heidegger first speaks of it in his Enchiridion bibl., 
1681, p. 986, as, brevis quaedam christianae doctrinae epitome et evangelii a 
Joanne scripti succinctum quoddam enchiridion. Similarly Michaelis judges, 
who understands it as a “treatise,” and indeed as the second part of the 
Gospel; so also Berger (Versuch einer moralischen Einl. ins. N. T.) and 
Storr (Ueber den Zweck der Evangel. Gesch. u. Briefe Johannis), only that 
the former speaks of ‘it as the practical, the latter as the polemical part of 
the Gospel. Even Bengel (Gnomon, 2d ed.) thinks it is to be called rather 
a libellus than a letter; his reason is, that a letter ad absentes mittilur, 
Joannes autem apud eos, quibus scribebat, eodem tempore fuisse videtur. Reuss 
(Die Gesch. der heil. Schriften N. T., p. 217) expresses himself similarly, 
when he would prefer to call it “a homiletical essay, at the most a pastoral, 
the readers of which are present,” rather than an epistle. But, in oppo- 
sition to these views, the work proves itself by the form of its contents to 
be a real epistle. The author shows himself throughout in the most 
lively interchange of thought with his readers; and even though not 
infrequently the objective development of thought predominates, as is 
peculiar to a treatise, — which, however, is found no less in other Epistles 
of the N. T.,— yet the language always returns involuntarily to the form 
of an address, in which is specially to be observed “the oft-recurring dis- 
tinctive epistolary formula: radta ypapouer, Or ypadw, or even eypapa byivy— 
in contrast particularly with the formula in the more general historical ” 


ung der Kirche durch d. Ap., p. 877) rightly gresseth the law committeth sin, for trans- 
remarks, that the apostle against Antinomians gression of the law is sin.” 
would have had to say: ‘‘ Whosoever trans- 
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writing, the Fourth Gospel: raira yéyparras without suiv, xx. 31; comp. 
xix. 35 and xxi. 24” (Liicke). Diisterdieck rightly remarks that “the 
epistolary nature expresses itself in the whole import and progress of the 


” 


work,” inasmuch as in it “there dominates that easy naturalness and 
freedom in the composition and presentation, which corresponds with the 
immediate practical interest and with the practical purpose of an epistle” 
(comp. Bleek, Bini. in d. N. T., p. 589, and Braune, Finl., § 5).— The 
absence of a blessing or a doxology at the close occurs also in the Epistle of 
James, and there is nothing strange in it; but it is rather striking that the 
epistolary introduction is also wanting to the work, as the author neither 
mentions himself, nor the readers to whom he is writing; in the Epistle to 
We must 


explain this want in this way, that, on the one hand, the apostle pre- 


the Hebrews, however, such an introduction is also omitted. 


supposed that the readers would recognize him as the author of the Epistle 
without his naming himself in it, and, on the other, that he did not intend 
it for a single church, or for a limited circle of churches.1_ The description 
of this work as a second part of the Gospel is so much the more arbitrary, 
as each of those works forms in itself a completed whole. — The view of 
some critics and commentators (Augusti, who calls the Epistle a summary 
of the Gospel; Hug, Frommann in the Studien und Kritiken, 1840, Heft 4; 
Thiersch in Versuch zur Herstellung des hist. Stdpktes., p. 78, and Die Kirche 
im apostol. Zeitalter, p. 266; Ebrard in Kritik der evangel. Geschichte, p. 148, 
and in his Commentary), that the Epistle is a companion-work of the Gospel, 
is opposed by the contents of the Epistle, which follow an individual aim, 
as well as by the complete absence of a distinctly indicated reference to 
the written Gospel.? In opposition to Reuss, according to whose view the 


1 In opposition to Ebrard, who, admitting 
the epistolary character of the work, thinks 
that this want may be easily explained if the 
epistle “‘ had no individual aim in itself, but 
depended on something else,’’ inasmuch as 
‘by its form it bears the nature of a sort of 
preface, or of an epistola dedicatoria,”’ it is to 
be remarked that the Epistle, from its whole 
character, cannot be at all compared to a pref- 
ace, and that in an epistola dedicatoria this 
want would be just as striking as in any other 
epistle. 

2 Ebrard derives the proof for his opinion 
from i. 1-4 and from ii. 12-14, referring amay- 
yéAAomer in the former passage, and the thrice- 


repeated é¢ypawo in the latter, to the writing 
of the Gospel. That this is without adequate 
ground, comp. the commentary on these; but 
even if this reference were correct, yet the 
description of the Epistle as a ** sort of dedica- 
tory epistle” would still remain unjustified, 
for its purpose is clearly quite other than to 
dedicate the Gospel to its readers. We would 
then have to call every epistle, in which refer- 
ence is made to another work, a dedicatory 
epistle. Even the designation ‘‘ companion- 
work” is unsatisfactory, because it does not at 
all appropriately state the true character of 
the Epistle in accordance with its actual con- 


tents. 
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Epistle “was destined to bring home to the readers of the Gospel the 
practical side of the Gnosis there laid down,” it is to be observed that 
neither is the practical side wanting in the Gospel, nor the Gnosis in the 
Epistle. , 

2. The Character. —The same peculiarity of conception, development 
of thought, and form of expression, which characterize the Gospel of John, 
penetrate the Epistle-also, and distinguish it from all other Epistles of 
the N. T. There dominate in it the same spiritual tendency, and the 
same preference for the concrete and abstract ideas: 6 jv, x.7.2., ga, Cw, Su 
aidvioc, iAaoud¢; noeiv THY Guapriay, T. THY Gvouiav, T. THY dtxaoobvav; elvar éx THE 
the same combination of antitheses: ga¢... 


d2noeiac, ete. oxotia; GAnbea 


; 
. . . perdoc; dyanadvy ... plociv; ) dyann tod maTpo¢ .. .. 7 ay. TOD Koopov; ToLeEly 


Thy Oicaocbvav ... 7m. THY duaptiav; Ta Téxva TOD Osod .. . TA T. TOd diaBOAoV; Td 


mvedua Tio GAnOeiac ... 7. mv. THE TAGYyC; duaptia ob mpdc Bavaroy .. . duapria 
mpoc Oavatov; fo . . . Oavaroc, etc. ; the same continuation of the thought by 
the resumption of an idea that has preceded, and the accompanying and 
correspondingly unusual application of the relative pronoun; the same 
Both 


works, as Ebrard brings out, bear the same impress, not only in style and 


juxtaposition of the positive and negative expression of a thought. 


construction, but also in the sphere of ideas, and in the dogmatic views; 
comp. also Ewald, Die Joh. Schriften, I. p. 429 ff.— With regard to the 
Epistle especially, here, in contrast to the dialectical development of 
thought which is characteristic of the Pauline Epistles particularly, the 
individual propositions follow one another in gnomon fashion,! and 
unitedly form groups of ideas, which are sometimes strung together without 
any mark of the transition.2_ Even the proof of an idea takes place in the 
simplest manner by reference to a truth self-evident to the Christian 
consciousness. By the peculiar manner of connection of the ideas arises 
the appearance of rather frequent repetition of the same thoughts; but on 
closer observation it is evident that even where the negative expression 
follows the positive, or vice versa, generally both expressions do not say 
the same thing, but that in the second a new element is taken up, a new 


1 Comp. on this, Ewald, D. Joh. Schriften, nection.” But it might be more appropriate 


I. p. 441. 

2 Diisterdieck finds the peculiarity of the 
manner of development and statement of 
thought in the Epistle in this, “that the ideas 
move, combine, and circle round certain lead- 
ing propositions as points of support and con- 


to perceive it in this, that the apostle by single 
leading thoughts strikes as it were chords, 
which he allows to sound for a while in the 
thoughts deduced for them, until a new chord 
results, which leads to a new strain, 
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direction is prepared for. Characteristic is the simplicity and plainness 
of statement. Whether the apostle states divine truths by themselves, 
whether he discourses in exhortation or in warning to his readers, his 
language always retains the same calmness and precision. He nowhere 
shows a disposition excited by passion. Everywhere the stillness of a 
heart reposing in happy peace is mirrored, and having this he is sure that 
the simple utterance of the truth is enough to procure for his discourse an 
entrance into the minds of his readers. At the same time, a firm, manly 
tone pervades the Epistle, in contrast with every weak fanaticism of 
sentiment, which is so little characteristic of the apostle, that he, along with 
the internal character of life, constantly urges that the reality of it is 
proved by action. It is also worthy of notice, that, on the one hand, he 
speaks to his readers as a father to his children, but, on the other hand, 
does not ignore the fact that they are no longer minors, to whom he has 
some new information to give, but are quite like himself, and are, like 
himself, in possession of all the truth which he utters, of all the life which 
he is anxious, not to produce in them for the first time, but only to main- 
tain in them. Against the reproach that the Epistle bears “the clearest 
traces of the feebleness of old age” (S. G. Lange), or that — as Baur says 
— “it is wanting in the fresh color of direct life,” that “the tenderness and 
fervor of John’s manner of conception and representation have relaxed far 
too much into a tone of childlike feebleness, which loses itself in indefi- 
niteness, falls into continual repetitions, and is lacking in logical force,” 
it must be maintained that the Epistle bears the impress of directness, 
freshness, definiteness, and vigorous clearness in no degree less than the 
Gospel of John. 


SEC. 3. — GENUINENESS. 


According to the testimony of antiquity, the Epistle was written by the 
Apostle John, which is confirmed by the Epistle itself, in so far as that the 
author, in the whole tone in which he speaks to his readers, and in particular 
expressions (i. 1, iii. 5, iv. 14), may be recognized as an apostle, and that 
the agreement with the Gospel of John favors the conclusion that both 


1 Hilgenfeld rightly states, in opposition to ianity;” “that the fresh, vivid,» attractive 
Baur, that the Epistle belongs to the most character of the Epistle, consists exactly in 
beautiful writings of the N. T., that it is this, that it conducts us with such a predilec- 
specially rich and original ‘‘exactly in what tion into the inner experience of genuine 
relates to the subjective, inner life of Christ- Christian life.” 
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Eusebius (H. E., iii. 24, 25) rightly - 


reckons it among the Homologoumena; and Hieronymus (De viris illustr., 


works proceed from the same author. 


c. 9), says: ab universis ecclesiasticis eruditis viris probatur. — In the writings 
of the Apostolic Fathers, it is true, the Epistle is not considered in a 
definite way; but the passage found in Polycarp, cap. vii.: mag yap o¢ dv uy 
Gpodoy; "Inoobv Xptotov év capkt éAnAvdéva, dvtixptotog éorty, etc., may be recog- 
nized as a “natural use of 1 John iv. 2,3” (Diisterdieck), by deduction from 
particular resemblances to some expression or other of the Epistle;+ and 
Eusebius (7. E., iii. 89) states of Papias: xéypnta: & 6 abtd¢ waprupia amd 
tiie "lwdvvov mporépac émiororig Kat tie Métpov duoiuc. — By the Fathers of the 
church: Tertullian (Adv. Praz., c. 15; Scorp., c. 12; Adv. Marce., iii. 8; de 
Praescript., c. 33; De Carne Christi, c. 24), Irenaeus (Adv. Haeret., iii. 16), 
Clemens Alex. (Strom., 1. ii. c. 15, 1. iii. c. 4, 5, 6; Paedag., iii. 11, 12, etce.), 
Origen (in Euseb., H. E., vi. 25), Cyprian (De Orat. Dom. and Ep. 25), 
passages are frequently quoted from it, often with explicit mention of the 
apostle. Dionysius Alex. uses it, along with the Gospel, to prove the 


spuriousness of the Apocalypse; the Peshito and the Muratorian Fragment? 


1 Inthe Zp. ad Diognet. several expressions 
appear, which point back to John’s mode of 
thought; so cap. vi.: Xpioriavot ev Koonw 
oikovaowy, ovK elagi dé ex TOD KdgpOV; Cap. Vii.: 
6... Ocds ..+ THY GAjbeLay Kai Tov Adyov 
Tov aytov Kal amepwontov avOpwrots evidpuce; 
cap. Xi.: otros 6 am’ dpxjs; as also in the 
Shepherd of Hermas, lib. ii. 
TuTever TH Oe. OTL TavTA Ta aiTHuaTa TOV, 
& airy, Ayn (comp. 1 John iii. 23, iv. 15); 
lib. ii. mand. 12: evkddAws avras (i.e, Tas 


mand. 9: 


évToAds Tov Oeov) Pvdakers, Kat ovK EvovTar 
axAnpat (comp, 1 John v. 3). 

2 By the words: ‘epistola sane Jude et 
superscriptio [swperscripti; or, according 
to Laurent, Weutest. Studien, pp. 201, 205: 
superscriptae = ‘provided with superscrip- 
tions’] Joannis duas [duae] in catholica 
habentur,” are not meant, as Braune sup- 
poses, the first and second, but the second 
and third Epistles. When, however, it is 
previously written: “Quid ergo mirum, si 
Johannes tam constanter singula etiam in 
epistolis suis proferat dicens in semet ipso; 
quae vidimus oculis nostris et auribus audi- 


vimus et manus nostrae palpaverunt, haec 


scripsimus,” this is a clear evidence for the 
composition of the First Epistle by the 
Apostle John. 
edition of this commentary, in the Theol. 
Literaturblatt zur allg. Kirchenztg., 1855, 
No. 92, thinks, indeed, that in the words: 
** quarti evangeliorum Joannis ex discipulis,” 
the Presbyter John is indicated as the author 
of the Gospel, because it is not said ex 
apostolis ; but that the author of the Frag- 
ment indicates by the expression discipulé 


The reviewer of the first 


such disciples of Jesus as were not apostles, 
can neither be proved by the fact that Papias 
(in Euseb., H. #., iii. 39) calls the Presbyter 
John a disciple (4ay77s) of Jesus, nor by the 
fact that afterwards ‘ex apostolis” is added 
to characterize Andrew. If the author of the 
Fragment had regarded as the author of 
the Gospel, not the Apostle, but the Presbyter 
John, he would certainly have expressed this 
definitely. The expression ex discipulis 
presented itself to him here so much the 
more naturally, as he had immediately before 
spoken of Luke, and said of him: ‘ Dominum 
nec ipse vidit in carne.” — Rightly, therefore, 


Liicke, Diisterdieck, Ebrard, and others 
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also testify to its genuineness. That the Alogi rejected it, as Epiphanius 
conjectures, and that Marcion did not admit it into his canon, is of no 
importance; just as little is the highly obscure account of Cosmas in his 
Topogr. Christ., 1. vii., according to which some maintain that all the catholic 
epistles were composed, not by apostles, but by presbyters; and the remark 
of Leontius Byz. (Contra Nestor. et Eutychian, iii. 14) in regard to Theodore 
of Mopsv.: Epistolam Jacobi et alias deinceps aliorum catholicas abrogat et 
antiquat: comp. on this Liicke’s Comment. Introd., § 8, 4, p. 185 ff., 8d ed. 
— The genuineness continued unchallenged until first Jos. Scaliger came 
forward with the assertion: tres epistolae Joannis non sunt apostoli Joannis ; 
since then it has been variously disputed. Sam. J. Lange, indeed, recognized 
the unanimous testimony of antiquity as too significant to permit of denial 
of the apostolic authorship of the Epistle, but he, nevertheless, regarded it 
as a writing not worthy of the apostle; Claudius (Uransichten des Christenth., 
p. 52 ff.) went further, explaining it as the ‘performance of a Jewish 
Christian, which was revised by a Gnostic. Bretschneider (in his Proba- 
bilien) and Paulus ascribe it to the Presbyter John, while they, however, at 
the same time, maintained the identity of the author of the Epistle and the 
author of the Gospel; Horst (Museum fiir Religionswissensch. Henke, 1803, 
vol. i.) declared himself against this. —The later Tiibingen school cannot, 
in consequence of their conception of the development of Christianity, 
regard either the Gospel or the Epistle as the work of the apostle; the 
admission of the genuineness of one of these writings would overthrow their 
whole historical construction. Since, therefore, the adherents of this school 
are agreed in denying the genuineness of both writings, they, nevertheless, 
explain in different ways the relation of them to one another. K. R. 
Kostlin (Lehrbegr. des Ev., ete.) and W. Georgii (Ueber die eschatolog. 
Vorstellungen der N. T. Schrifisteller ; Theol. Jahrb., Tubingen, 1845) ascribe 
both writings (even the second and third Epistles) to the same author. 
After Zeller, who, in his “Beitrdgen zur Einl. in die Apokalypse” (in the 
Theol. Jahrb., Tiibing., 1842) presupposed the identity of the author in his 
review of Kostlin’s writings (Theol. Jahrb., 1845), and K. Planck (“Juden- 
thum und Urchristenth.” in the Theol. Jahrb., 1847) had intimated the opposite 
view, the former position was strongly defended by Baur (Die Joh. Briefe, 
in the Theol. Jahrb., 1848, 3), and by Hilgenfeld (Das Evang. u. die Briefe 
Joh., 1849, and “D. Joh. Briefe” in the Tiib. theol. Jahrb , 1855, part iv.); 


(comp. also Meyer in his Comment. on regarded the Murat. Fragm. as evidence for 
Gospel of John, and Laurent as above) have the apostolic origin of the Hpistie. 
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but with this difference, that the former explains the Epistle as the copy, the 
latter as the pattern of the Gospel. 

For the non-identity of the authors, it is specially advanced, that, in the 
Gospel, a “ more ideal and interna 2 in the Epistle, on the other hand, “a 
more material and external,” mode of thought dominates. This difference 
While the author of 
the Epistle expects a visible “material” (!) parousia of Christ, the Evangelist 


is to be chiefly recognized in the eschatological ideas. 


is held to know only of a “re-appearance of Christ in the spirit of His 
disciples,” and of a merely “ present” judgment, because for him “the future 
has already become the present.” How incorrect, however, this assertion is, 
is proved by passages such as Gospel of John v. 28, 29, vi. 39, 40, 44, 54, in 
which, distinctly enough, a future day of resurrection of the dead, and of 
judgment by Christ, is spoken of (comp. Weiss, p. 179 ff.); and, as in this 
the Gospel is quite in agreement with the Epistle, so, on the other hand, the 
Epistle expresses, no less distinctly than the Gospel, the idea of a resurrec- 
The 


fundamental conceptions, therefore, are the same in both writings; the only 


tion, already accomplished in belief, of Christians from the dead. 


difference is that in the Epistle the thought is expressed that the éoyary dpa 
is already, — but in the Gospel there was plainly no room for the expression 
of this thought. — For that difference between the material and the ideal 
conception, Baur appeals, moreover, to 1 John v. 6, comp. with Gospel xix. 
34, and Hilgenfeld (1849) to 1 Johni. 5,7. Baur asserts, that in place of 
the ideal import which the two symbols, blood and water, have in the 
Gospel, the sacramental appears in the Epistle. This assertion, however, 
is based on a false interpretation of both of those passages, since neither 
has the circumstance recorded in the Gospel, xix. 34, the meaning “that 
death (of which the blood is the symbol) is the necessary preliminary 
condition under which alone the Spirit (of which the water is the symbol [!]) 
can be communicated to the believer;” nor is 1 John vy. 6 to be directly 
interpreted of the coming of Christ in or through the two sacraments, 
baptism and the Lord’s Supper. Besides, it is rather strange to call the 
conception of water and blood as the two sacraments, a material one. — 


1 In the article of Hilgenfeld quoted above, 
he thinks that ‘ there is undeniably a different 
representation of the last day, when the 


of these views is at all exclusive of the other; 
it is only to be remembered that the future 
judgment for those who here already have 


author of the Epistle exhorts his readers 80 to 
deport themselves that they may meet the 
judgment day without shame, and when, on 
the other hand, the Evangelist excludes 
believers from the judgment;’’ but neither 


passed from death into life, who here already 
possess the ¢wi aiwveos (1 John y. 13), is such 
that for them it is not a judgment in that 
sense in which it is a judgment for the 
wicked. 
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Hilgenfeld thinks that when in 1 John i. 5, 7, it is said of God that He is 
gac, nay, that He is éy r@ gwri, a representation is expressed which “has too 
much the ideas of matter and of space in it for the Evangelist to have any 
connection with it,” since he uses ¢é¢ only as predicate of the Logos. But 
from the application which is made in the Epistle of the thought there 
expressed, it is clear that the writer of the Epistle, in the idea odc, did not 
think less of any thing than of something “ pertaining to matter and space.” 
That alleged difference, therefore, does not exist; the groundless pretence 
of it proves neither the hypothesis of Baur, that the Epistle is the per- 
formance of an imitator of the Gospel, nor that of Hilgenfeld, that it 
belongs to an earlier stage of development than the latter. Nevertheless, 
according to Baur, we may recognize the imitative hand not only in the 
character of the whole epistle (see on this Sec. 2), but in the passages 
i. 1-4 and vy. 6-9; according to Hilgenfeld (1849), the earlier stage of 
development may be perceived in the O. T. conception expressed in the 
Epistle, and in its views of the Logos and of the Holy Spirit. In regard 
to the passage i. 1-4, Baur says: “In all the features, in which the author 
himself would give us a picture of his personality, the premeditated most 
anxious concern cannot be mistaken, to be regarded as one person with 
the Evangelist; ” but that those verses are only to serve “to give a picture 
of the personality of the author,” is a groundless supposition of Baur. In 
the other passage (v. 6-9, comp. with John viii. 16 ff.) Baur sees nothing 
but a mere playing on words, “for the paprepia tot Ocov has the same 
subject as the uaprupia rv dvépdnwyv, and the latter differs from the former 
only in this, that the three—spirit, water, and blood—are counted as 
three, and it therefore consists of nothing else than the numerical relation 
of those three to one another, which again is immediately annulled when 
it is said that it is God that bears witness in those three.” But this entire 
conclusion is purely fanciful; for, on the one hand, the papropia tiv dvépénwv 
is not at all spoken of, in regard to its subject, as identical with the yaprupia 
tov Geos; and, on the other hand, in the mention of the former paprupia, 
the numerical relation is not alluded to by a single syllable. — Hilgenfeld 
asserts that the epistle stands in a more intimate relationship to the O. T. 
law than the Gospel does. The proof of this is supposed to lie in the 
passages 1 John iii. 4 and ii. 7,8; but with regard to the first passage, 
the idea dvouia in no way hints at the Mosaic law; and besides, if the 
author attached a higher importance to the Mosaic véyoc than the Evangel- 
ist, he would somewhere state its signification; this, however, he is so far 
from doing, that the idea voyuoc never appears in his work at all. With 
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regard to the second passage, Hilgenfeld, indeed, admits that dq dpyie 
refers to the transition to Christianity, but thinks that “this old com- 
mandment of love is not set forth as it is in the Gospel, as an absolutely 
new one which first receives its rule through the love of the Saviour to 
His people;” but, apart from the explanation of that passage itself, the 
immediately preceding verse, and, moreover, what is written in iii. 16 and 
iv. 7 ff. about love, shows how unfounded is the assertion of Hilgenfeld. 
It is not any thing better with the remark of Hilgenfeld (1849), that “the 
greatest probability is in favor of the statement that the idea of the 
personal Logos is still foreign to the Epistle, whilst it is distinctly expressed 
in the Gospel;” this Hilgenfeld infers from this, that for description of 
what is loftier in Christ the expression 6 2déyo¢ is not used in the Epistle.? 
But even if in the expression 6 Adyoe ri¢ Guze the idea Adyoc had the meaning 
of “doctrine,” yet the supposition of Hilgenfeld would still be unjustified, 
since it cannot be denied that 7 Cw% (7 Cwm aidvioc), whereby the superhuman 
that appeared in Christ is indicated, is considered by the writer of the 
Epistle as hypostatic nature, nor that the vide rod Oecd is identical with 
Him who in the Gospel is called 6 Aéyoc. Nay, the whole Epistle in the 
most unmistakable manner presupposes the hypostatic nature of the 
Son of God. — That, finally, the writer of the Epistle ascribed no per- 
sonality to the Holy Spirit, can neither be proved by this, that he does 
not call Him 6 rapéAnroc, nor by this, that He indicates Him by the 
expression ypioua; the words 7d rvedua gore 7d waprupodv especially, 1 John v. 
6 comp. with John xv. 26, presuppose His personality.2— For proof of 
the non-identity, Baur finally appeals to this, that the “representation 
of Christ as the mapiaxAyroc, i.e., the interceding High Priest, accords 
more with the sphere of ideas of the Epistle to the Hebrews than with 
that of the Gospel; that thereby intervening thoughts are inserted into 
John’s view of the relation of Jesus to those who believe on Him, which 
lay far from the horizon of the Evangelist.” But if Baur were right in 
this assertion, then there would exist not only a difference between the 
Epistle and the Gospel, but a difference between the Epistle and itself, 
since, apart from those representations, quite the same view of the relation 


2 In the article of 1855 this is merely no- xXpiopa and omépua. Along with this he 
ticed, without the former inference being admits, however, that the Gospel, in the 


drawn from it. expression dA A os mapd«Anros shows an agree- 


2 In the article of 1855, Hilgenfeld finds the ment with the Epistle, in which Christ is 
difference only in this, that in the Epistle spoken of as mapaxAntos. 
the Holy Spirit is not called tapda«Antos, but 
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of Jesus to believers dominates in the Epistle as in the Gospel; with 
regard, however, to those representations, they are not peculiar to the 
Epistle to the Hebrews only, but are a common property of the apostles, 
as they are expressed in the Epistle to the Romans (comp. chap. iii. 25 
and viii. 34) with no less distinctness than in the former. 

The reasons adduced by Baur and Hilgenfeld are therefore unable to 
shake the conviction of combined antiquity, that both writings come from 
one and the same author. That each of the works—along with all unity 
‘of conception and of expression —has its own peculiarities, is naturally 
caused both by the difference of their object, and by the living activity of 
the Spirit from whom they both proceeded. It is also to be observed, 
that in the Gospel it is chiefly the Master, in the Epistle the disciple, that 
speaks, —a fact to which the Tubingen critics can certainly attach no 
importance. There is, however, the further question as to the character 
of the reasons which are said to be opposed to the genuineness of the 
Epistle, and to prove that the author of it could not be the Apostle John. 
When S. G. Lange says that on account of “its lack of all individual 
references, its slavish imitation of the Gospel, the too great generality of 
the thoughts, the traces of the feebleness of old age, the non-reference to 
the destruction of Jerusalem,” he only reluctantly regards the Epistle as 
the work of an apostle; these reasons are of such arbitrarily subjective 
character as to require no refutation. Of greater importance, indeed, is 
the frequently-expressed assertion, that the Epistle refers to circumstances 
which first belong to a time later than that of the apostles. As such 
Bretschneider regarded the doctrine of the Logos and the Docetism con- 
tended against in the Epistle; but “without the previous existence and 
assurance of a canonical doctrine of the Logos, the patristic doctrine 
from Justin on would be almost inexplicable” (Liicke), and that Docetism 
— to which the Jewish as well as the heathen speculation must be added, 
when, without giving itself up, it amalgamated with Christianity — first 
belonged to the post-apostolic age, is historically an unjustifiable assertion. 
— After Planck (in the article already quoted) advanced the view that 
the author of the Epistle moves in the Aontunist sphere of thought, as he 
“seeks to transform the external Jewish-Christian mode of conception 
into the deeper, more internal mode of John,” Baur developed it further. 
He explains the Epistle directly as a writing belonging to Montanism. His 
proofs of this are: (1) the thought that the fellowship of Christians is 
sinless, holy; (2) the mention of the ypioua; and (3) the distinction between 
venial and mortal sins. But how weak are these reasons! If the Mon- 


458 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF JOHN. 


tanists considered themselves as the Spirituales, in contrast to the rest of 
the Christians, who in their eyes were Psychici, this is plainly something 
very different from the representation of the Epistle that believing Chris- 
tians—in contrast to the unholy world—form a holy fellowship. If 
the Epistle says that Christians possess the holy xpioua, there lies therein 
nothing but an allusion to the custom, first mentioned by Tertullian, of 
And if in 1 John v. 16 the 


duaptia mpo¢ Oavarov is distinguished from the dyapria ob mpd¢ SGvarov, this 


anointing candidates for baptism with holy oil. 


distinction is of a very different character from the Montanist distinction’ 
between venial and mortal sins. Baur, indeed, maintains that in the 
Epistle the same sins are called mortal sins, as in Tertullian; but while 
Tertullian represents as mortal sins, homicidium, idololatria, fraus, negatio, 
blasphemia, moechia et fornicatio, et si qua alia violatio templi Dei, Baur 
arbitrarily selects only three of these, namely idolatry, murder, adultery or 
fornication, which are alleged to be spoken of in the Epistle as mortal sins. 
To idolatry, namely, not only chap. v. 21, but also chap. iii. 4, is alleged 
to refer; to murder, chap. iii. 15;1 and to mopveia, which is nowhere 
mentioned in the Epistle itself, the superscription that appears in Augustin 
(corrupted from mpd¢ rapbévovc): ad Parthos.—'The hypothesis so feebly 
established (comp. Liicke’s incisive refutation in the 3d ed. of. his com- 
ment.), of the Montanism of the writer of the Epistle, found in Hilgenfeld 
an opponent in the Tiibingen school itself. In opposition to it,? Hilgenfeld 
has attempted to show that not only the false doctrine of the antichristians 
who are contended against in the Epistle, but also many of the views of 
the author himself, would go to prove that the appearance of the Epistle 
is to be fixed at the time immediately preceding that in which Gnosticism 
was at its prime. As Gnostic elements in the system of the epistle, 
Hilgenfeld specifies the idea of the ozépua (iii. 9), the thought that we 


1 Baur himself admits that with regard to aut verecundia aut necessitate mentiri. In 


these two points the author does not mean 
“the outward action,” but ‘altogether the 
inner character of the moral sentiment;” but 
if that be the case, then it is clear that his 
position is not in Montanism, but outside it, 
since in Montanism it is precisely actions, and 
indeed particular, definite actions, that are 
referred to in that distinction of sins. Ter- 
tullian (De Pudicit., c. 19): ‘* Cui non accidit, 
aut irasci inique et ultra solis occasum, aut et 
manum immittere, aut facile maledicere, aut 


temere jurare, aut fidem pacti destruere, 


negotiis, in officiis, in quaestu, in victu, in 
visu, in auditu quanta tentamur, ut si nulla sit 
venia istorum, nemini salus competat,” ete. 

* Hilgenfeld urges especially that it is im- 
possible to conceive that a Montanist author 
would not have known to begin with the idea 
of the Paraclete; and also that the idea of 
special mortal sins already occurs in the 
Tleptodou Iérpov (Rec. iv. 36), which belong to 
the pre-Montanist pseudo-Clementine liter. 
ature. 
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should not fear, but only love God (iv. 18, 19), and the idea of the ypioua 
(ii. 20); but these ideas are so essential to the Christian consciousness, 
that it cannot at all be thought of without them. At the most, the 
expressions onépua and ypicoua might seem strange, but the former so 
naturally suggested itself in connection with the idea of being born of 
God, and of God's being in him who is born of Him,} and the latter from 
the antithesis of the Christian to the dvrixpsaroc, — especially with the O. T. 
type of anointing,—that a derivation of them from Gnostic fancies is 
entirely unjustified; quite apart from the fact that these ideas play quite 
another part in the Gnostic systems from that which they fulfil in this 
Epistle. Even if it be conceded to Hilgenfeld, further, that the false 
doctrine contended against is Gnostic, yet it cannot be admitted that 
Gnosticism also, as regards its beginnings, belongs first to the post-apostolic 
time. Hilgenfeld rightly says that the features alluded to by the author of 
the Epistle do not mark a completely definite Gnostic system; but wrongly, 
that therefore the doctrine of Cerinthus must not be thought of, because 
this represents a form of Gnosis as yet quite incomplete. The whole 
character of the polemic of the writer of the Epistle shows, however, that 
he has to do with a system of Gnosticism which, in comparison with the 
systems of the second century, had a form still incomplete. For there is’ 
only one point which he brings forward, namely Docetism, and indeed that 
form, of it which consists of the distinction of the Son of God from the 
man Jesus, and therefore the same as was propounded by Cerinthus; comp. 
Dorner, Lehre von der Person Christi, I. p. 814 ff. — That this Docetism was 
associated with an antinomian sentiment “ which set itself far above all the 
moral laws of life,” by no means follows, as has already been remarked in 
Sec. 2, from the polemic of the Epistle. — Against the assertion: of Baur, 
that even the form of the polemic is decisive against the genuineness of the 


1 In his article of 1855, Hilgenfeld attaches 
the chief importance to the idea of the orepua, 
and tries to deduce from 1 John y. 1, that 
according to the representation of the author 
of the Epistle, ‘‘ being born of God is to be 
regarded as the presupposition of Christian 
faith,” and therefore that the omeppa is, 
according to him, ‘the metaphysical ground 
of. existence” from which faith proceeds. 
But if the distinction between the rexva tod 
@cov and the téxva Tod StaBdAov has, according 
to the author, a metaphysica) ground lying 
beyond faith, and if the former, by virtue of 


the omépya which is peculiar to them by 
nature, cannot sin— how does this accord 
with the soteriology which is so clearly ex- 
pressed in the Epistle, and according to which 
Christ is the iAagpos mepi TOY auapTL@y Hav, 
and the blood of Christ cleanses us amd macys 
apaptias? —In this article also Hilgenfeld 
derives the ‘‘ repeated assurance that God is 
love,” from the influence of Gnosticism on 
the author, without any regard to the close 
connection with the fundamental essential 
truth of Christianity in which this is brought 
forward by the author. 


460 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF JOHN. 


Epistle, since “nothing further is said than just that the false teachers of 
Docetism are antichristians,” it is to be observed that the main force of the 
apostle’s polemic throughout does not consist in negation, but in the positive 
presentment of the truth, in the light of which the antagonistic doctrine is 
manifested as a lie (see on this the excellent exposition of Thiersch, Versuch, 
ete., p. 255). 

The spuriousness of the Epistle (as also of the Gospel, and of John’s 
two other Epistles) also follows, according to Hilgenfeld (article of 1855), 
from the relation of these writings to the Apocalypse. While, namely, he 
presupposes the genuineness of the latter, he maintains that “the contrast 
between it and the Epistles must not be ignored,” and that “the latter 
occupy a middle place between the two most extreme contrasts of the 
Apocalypse and the Gospel.” The contrast is seen, according to him, first, in 
the language (in the Epistles not indeed an Attic, but an easy and versatile 
Greek style; in the Apocalypse, on the other hand, a strongly Hebraizing 
impress); and, second, in the sphere of thought, although he recognizes 
“between the spheres of thought on both sides very essential points of 
contact.” But against these instances it is to be observed—1. That the 
composition of the Apocalypse by the Apostle John is by no means so surely 
established as Hilgenfeld assumes, and is certainly not to be proved by 
stating that it is the product of a still judaistically-narrowed mode of 
conception; 2. That in the explanation of the Hebrew-colored style of the 
Apocalypse, attention is to be paid to the fact that it stands in close 
connection with O. T. prophecy; 3. That the appearance of the contrast, 
alleged by Hilgenfeld, between the spheres of thought on both sides, dis- 
appears when with the necessary critical impartiality they are taken hold of 
with consideration of the entire individual elements which constitute them.1 


1 Hilgenfeld proceeds uncritically in his 
demonstration of the contrast between the 
spheres of thought, inasmuch as he not only 
adduces, as antithetical, ideas which are not 
80, but also ascribes to one or the other 
writing views which are not contained in it. 
The former is, for example, the case when he 
thinks that the idea of an angry God, as is 
peculiar to the Apocalypse, and the idea of 
a God who is Jove, as we find it expressed in 
the Epistle, contradict one another; or when 
he asserts that the conception of the Divine 
justice, according to which it is shown as the 


punishment of the wicked, is in contradiction 


to that according to which it appears as the 
forgiveness of sins; when he supposes a con- 
trast between the representation of the Apoca- 
lyptic judgment and the idea of the spiritual 
victory of the Christian over the devil and the 
world, accomplished by means of morality 
and faith. 
example, he says that the Apocalypse con- 


He does the latter when, for 


siders ‘the political world-power of the 
Roman Empire” as Antichrist, whereas the 
name avtixptotos is never once mentioned in 
the Apocalypse; or when he ascribes to the 
Epistle the idea of a metaphysical antagonism 


between the children of God and the children 
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As the internal tests, which have been asserted to be opposed to the 
genuineness of the Epistle, do not prove the alleged spuriousness; as the 
Epistle much rather bears on the face of it quite the impress of an apostolic 
writing; as it also—as even Hilgenfeld admits — “belongs to the writings 
of the N. T., the genuineness of which was never disputed in the ancient 
Church, and the chain of witnesses who have made use of it begins as far 
back as Papias,” — the composition of it by the Apostlé John is as surely 
established as it can ever be. 


SEC. 4.—THE READERS; TIME AND PLACE OF COMPOSITION. 


1. The Readers. — Augustin says in his Quaest. Evang., ii. 89, when he 
is quoting the passage 1 John iii. 2: scriptum est a Joanne in Epistola ad 
Parthos; this more particular determination of the Epistle is also found 
(only however, in the Benedictine edition of Augustin’s works) in the 
superscription of his treatises on the Epistle; and similarly in Possidius, 
in his Indiculus operum S. Augustini, as he introduces those treatises with — 
the words, De Ep. Joannis ad Parthos sermones decem. The same statement, 
it is true, frequently appears later; thus in the work of Vigilius Tapsensis 
(end of the fifth century), published under the name of Idacius Clarus, 
Contra Varimadum Arianum ; in Cassiodorus, De Institut. Divin. Script., c. 14, 
who, however, refers the words ad Parthos to all the three Epistles; in Col. 
62 of Griesb., and in several lat. codd. (see Guericke, Gesammtgesch. des 
N. T., 1854, p. 486, note 2); but the whole Greek Church, and similarly 
the Latin Church before Augustin, knows nothing of it. It is therefore 
of no importance even for the determination of the original readers of the 
Epistle (against Grotius); nay, it cannot even be said that in it was retained 
an old tradition in regard to the determination of the Epistle or the activity 


of the devil, which is found in the Gnostics. — 
For the rest, it must not be denied that the 
difference in character between the Apocalypse 
and the other writings of John is considerable 
enough to allow the view, that it does not 
proceed from the same author, to appear not 
unjustified. While that difference, on the one 
side, is often not sufficiently estimated, on the 
other side, with the object of bringing it more 
clearly out, the mistake is not infrequently 
made, of not keeping strictly enough within 
the truth. 
origin of the Apocalypse also, the Gospel and 


But, as may hold good of the 


the First Epistle of John ‘are too strongly 
attested, both by their whole character and 
by the external evidences, as writings of the 
Apostle John, to allow their genuineness to 
be denied on account of the Apocalypse. 

1 Against this fact the strange remark of 
Bede in the Prologus super septem epistolas 
canonicas (printed in Care’s Script. Eccles. 
Hist. Liter.) : ‘Multi scriptorum ecclesiasti- 
corum, in quibus est 8. Athanasius, primam 
ejus (i.e., Joannis) epistolam scriptam ad 
Parthos esse testantur,” cannot of course 


be regarded as of any weight. 
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of John (Baumgarten-Crusius), and still less that it “refers to its designa~ 
tion for Farther and Central Asia, as formerly Persian lands ” (Guericke 
as above, p. 487). It might no doubt be possible that Augustin thereby 
expressed his own conjecture (Michaelis), but then he would hardly have 
proceeded with the Epistle under this designation without further remark. 
Perhaps a mistake is at the bottom of it. Some critics assume a corruption 
of the reading in Augustin. Serrarius conjectures as the original reading: 
ad Pathmios; Wetstein: ad sparsos; Semler: adpertius. Most explain the 
words as originating in a Greek expression; quite arbitrarily, Paulus 
(Heidelb. Jahrb., 1832, p. 1071) thinks that they might have arisen through 
misunderstanding of a probable inscription mpd¢ mavrac; it is more natural 
to have recourse, with most critics, to the Greek word mapsévoc, and to 
regard ad Parthos as originating in mpd¢ mapsévove. Whiston considers xpd¢ 
napoévovce as the description of the yet uncorrupted, virgin condition of the 
churches of John; according to Hug’s view, the inscription of some 
manuscripts of the Second Epistle, mpi¢ mapdove (i.e., mpdc mapbévouc), Was 
transferred to the First Epistle, because that designation was regarded as 
unsuitable to the Second Epistle, Gieseler (Lehrbuch der Kirchengesch., 4th 
ed., vol. i., Pt. 1, p. 189, note 1), with whom Liicke (8d ed., p. 52 f.) agrees, 
supposes that the inscription of the First and of the Second Epistle was: 
ExtoToay "lwdvvov tov mapdévov; this is certainly not found in any codex of the 
Epistle, but the inscription of the Apocalypse in Cod. Guelpherit. (30 of 
Griesb.) runs thus: rod dyiov . . . dmoordAov kal ebayyedtorod mapbévou Ayannuévov 
émtorndiov ‘lwavvov beoddyov. The simplest supposition might be that Augustin 
misunderstood the remark of Clemens Alex. (Qpp., ed. Potter., Fragm. 
1011) that the Second Epistle was written mpdc napdévove (ad virgines) — 
(see Introd. to Second and Third Epistle, Sec. 1),— and then by mistake 
referred it to the First Epistle. — But whatever be the origin of this ad 
Parthos, it can be of no value as an historical evidence for the original place 
of destination of the Epistle. As John, according to the unquestionable 
accounts of antiquity, after the death of the Apostle Paul, took up his place 
in Asia Minor; and asin Asia Minor, as the Epistle to the Colossians 
testifies, heretical tendencies of Gnostic character already appeared at an 
early date, —it is to be assumed, with most critics, that the Epistle was 
originally directed to the churches of Asia Minor; not to one of them 
(according to Hug, to that of Ephesus), but as émoroay éyxvnackm (Ocec.) to 
several (perhaps to “John’s Ephesian circle of churches,” Liicke), perhaps 
to all of those to which the personal activity of the apostle extended, for 
the Epistle would otherwise certainly touch at individual circumstances of 
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the single church.! It is clearly quite arbitrary to regard as its place 
of destination, with Benson, Palestine, or, with Lightfoot, Corinth. 

2. The Place of Composition.— This is just as little stated in the 
Epistle as the place of destination; the prevailing opinion, that John wrote 
it in Ephesus, has at least nothing against it. Hug and Ebrard, who 
regard it—though without tenable reason—as a companion work of the 
Gospel, suppose that it was written with the latter in Patmos; but even 
though the statement is found in some of the later Fathers, that the Gospel 
was written in Patmos, the more ancient tradition names Ephesus as its 
place of composition ; comp. Meyer’s Comment. on the Gospel, 3d ed., p. 39. 
— Hug appeals also to 2 John 12 and 18, 3 John 13: unwarrantably, how- 
ever, for a want of writing materials is here in no way hinted at. 

3. The Time of Composition. — That the Epistle belongs not to the 
earlier, but to the later apostolic time, i.e., the time after the departure of 
the Apostle Paul, is not to be disputed. The whole tone in which it is 
written leaves us in no mistake as to the advanced age of .the writer; 
moreover, the somewhat prolonged existence of the Christian churches to 
which it is addressed is brought out pretty clearly; and there is the 
additional fact that the antagonism between Jewish and Gentile Christi- 
anity is no longer the subject, and that the Docetism therein opposed points 
also to the later time. With this corresponds the tradition, according to 
which it was written by John during his sojourn in Ephesus. As, however, 
the tradition states indeed the end (Iren., Haer., ili. 3, 4, in Euseb. iv. 14: 
‘Iwavvov d& mapapetvavroc abroic uéxot Tov Tpaiavod ypdrwrv), but not the beginning 
of this sojourn, the time of composition of the Epistle is only indefinitely 
fixed by it. This much only seems to be indisputable, that John first 
settled in Ephesus after the death of the Apostle Paul, in order from there 
to direct the churches of Asia Minor, especially those in the proconsulate ; 
against which, the view that he remained in that city until the destruction 
of Jerusalem (Ewald, Gesch. d. Volkes Israel, VII. p. 202 ff.) lacks any 
certain ground. The composition of the Epistle before the destruction of 
Jerusalem, Grotius, Hammond, and Diisterdieck infer from chap. ii. 18; 
Ziegler, Fritzsche, and others, from the circumstance that that event, so 
important for Christianity, is not mentioned in the Epistle. But ii. 18 
refers, indeed, to the nearness of the parousia of Christ, not, however, to 


1 Hilgenfeld thinks that the Epistle was even if the apostle mentions no specific limit 
addressed to the whole of orthodox Christen- of his sphere of readers, such a limit is 
dom, in so far as it did not belong to the nevertheless indicated in the warning refer- 
immediate sphere of the apostie's labors; but ence to the Docetan heresy. 
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the fall of Jerusalem; that even later the time reaching to the parousia of 
Christ was considered as the “last time,” is shown by the passage in Jgnat. 
Ep. ad Ephes. c. Xi.: éoxatot kaipol Aoerdv aicxvrdaper, poBnIQuev THY WaKpoOvuiay 
Tod Qcod, iva wy Huiv el¢ Kpiua yévytat. And that the destruction of Jerusalem 
is not mentioned, might be explained in this way, that when the Epistle was 
written a considerable time might have already elapsed since that event, 
Most commentators place the composition in the time after the destruction 
of Jerusalem, especially because, as they think, the state of the churches 
brought out in the Epistle was such as was appropriate only to the end 
of the apostolic age. But even this conclusion is at least not quite sure, 
since even already Paul in his later Epistles had to take notice of moral 
indifferentism, nay, Antinomianism and Gnostic error ;} and the disturbing 
influence of the Judaistically-inclined Christians on the Gentile-Christian 
churches must be regarded as already overcome by the labors of the Apostle 
Paul, inasmuch as even Paul himself does not combat it in his later Epistles 
in the way in which he had done in the earlier ones. —Thiersch appeals, 
in favor of a comparatively late appearance of the Epistle, to this, that 
according to chap. ii. 19, “the separation of the heretics from the Christian 
community was already accomplished,” though they still, according to the 
Epistle of Jude, revelled at the Agapae; but on the one hand, it is to be 
observed that from the former passage it is not clear how far a formal 
separation was at that time already carried out (the church-forming activity 
of the heretics belongs first to the second century); and, on the other 
hand, it is at least uncertain whether John and Jude had to do with 
heretics of the same kind, for the one class are depicted as Antinomians, 
the other as Docetans. — Ebrard fixes as the time of composition the year 
95 aer. Dion. His reasons for this are: the Epistle was written at the same 
time as the Gospel, as its dedicatory epistle; the Gospel was composed at 
Patmos; John was at Patmos in the 15th year of Domitian. But these 
premises lack-any certain foundation. — By most critics it is considered 
that the Epistle was written later than the Gospel, and that the latter was 
written after the destruction of Jerusalem. As regards the first part, 
appeal is made in its favor especially to this, that in the Epistle reference 
is sometimes made to the Gospel. This, however, is not the case; there is 
(as Bleek, as above, also remarks) in the whole Epistle not a single passage 


1 Still it cannot remain unobserved, that the end of the apostolic age; and that the 
the heretics, against whom Paul directs his heretical error which the Ignatian Epistles 
polemic, are never accused of Docetism; that contend against was of specially Docetan 
Cerinthus probably appeared only towards character. 
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which assumes the written Gospel as known! (Guericke). It would seem 
on the face of it more probable that John, induced by the false teachers, 
first wrote the Epistle to warn and exhort the churches intrusted to him, 
and then wrote the Gospel for entire Christendom, as “a consecrated record 
of the historical foundation of salvation” (Thiersch), than that he first 
wrote the latter and then the former. Some of the very passages by which 
it is thought the dependence of the Epistle upon the Gospel can be proved 
seem to tell in favor of this. The passage, 1 John i. 1-4, appears, when 
compared with Gospel i. 1 ff., to be not the later, but the earlier one, since 
the apostle in the former is still striving to give to the idea the suitable 


expression, whereas in the latter he has already found it. None the less, 


compared with the expression 6 Adyo¢ cdps éyévero, is the expression ‘Ijoodc 
Xpioto¢ év capxt éAnAvOdc the more indefinite, and therefore no doubt the 
earlier. Besides, the affinity of the two works permits the conjecture that 
the dates of their composition do not lie far from one another (comp. Bleek, 
p- 590; differently Brickner), especially as this appears not only in their 
peculiar character, but also in the form, to such an extent that not only 
do they both begin with a prooemium containing the same ideas, but even 
the thoughts expressed at the close completely correspond with each other: 
Gospel of John xx. 31: raira 62 yéypanrat, iva morebonte, drt "Inoode éotv 6 
Xpuoréc, 6 vidg Tob Ocod, nat wa morebovtec Conv Exnte év TO dvduate adtod, and 
1 John v. 13: rabra éypapa dyiv, iva eidjre, drt Conv aidvov ExeTe of morebovtec ei¢ 
70 dvoya Tod viov rod Ocov. — As regards the second point, no exact proof can 
indeed be drawn from the Gospel itself in favor of its composition after 
the destruction of Jerusalem; but, on the other hand, there lies in this no 
ground to contradict the old tradition, that John wrote it in his more 
advanced age. It is also not improbable that it was not already circulated 


in the lifetime of the apostle; at least, it is more natural to suppose that the 


1 Reuss (as above, p. 218) rightly says: 
‘‘For us the Epistle requires the Gospel as a 
commentary; but as it once had this in the 
oral instruction of its author it is not thereby 
proved that it is the later.” 

2 What Thiersch (Versuch f. d. Kritik, 
p- 79) says generally: ‘* As a general rule, the 
proposition may be proved to be historically 
true, that the writings of momentary design, 
to which most of the Epistles belong, appeared 
earlier, and the writings of permanent design, 


especially the Gospels, later,” — may also be 


applied to the relation of the Gospel and the 
Epistle of John. 

3 From the use of #v in the passages of the 
Gospel of John xi. 18, xviii. 1, xix, 41, nothing 
can be inferred, as it is entirely explained “ by 
the context of historical narrative;’’ on the 
other hand, however, the éori, John v. 2, does 
not prove that Jerusalem was not yet destroyed 
at the time when John wrote this, for John in 
his account of the past event might represent to 
himself that which no longer existed as still 
existing (comp. Ebrard, Comment. p. 40 ff.). 
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21st chapter was added to it immediately on its appearance than later, 
when it had already become a possession of the Christian churches. In 
that case, John composed the Gospel as a legacy for the age after his death; 
hence, however, it would result as to the Epistle, that it also was written only 
in the advanced age of the apostle, although before the Gospel. True, the 
apostle nowhere says that his readers have heard the gospel from him, though 
he often speaks of their acquaintance with it, nor is there any passage 
from which it could be proved that he himself already labored among them 
in person; but from this the conclusion cannot be drawn, that “John 
composed the Epistle when he took up his place in Asia Minor after the 
death of the Apostle Paul, and indeed in order, by means of it as a pastoral 
Epistle, to introduce his labors there” (1st ed. of this comment.) ; for, on 
the one hand, such a purpose of the Epistle is nowhere hinted at; and, on 
the other hand, that circumstance might arise from this, that the Epistle 
was not exclusively destined for those churches in which the apostle had 
already labored by oral preaching, but was equally for others which he had 
not yet visited. On impartial consideration of all points, it appears probable 
that the Epistle of John was written in the last quarter of the apostolic age. 


1 Ewald (G@esch. Israels, vii. p. 217 ff.) 
thinks that the Gospel was written about the 
year 80, but was first circulated later, shortly 
_before the death of John, with the supple- 
mentary chap. xxi. added by him; and that 
the First Epistle was written later than the 
Gospel, though independently of it, but was 


circulated earlier than it, immediately after 
its composition. For this, however, there is 
quite as little certain proof as there is for the 
opinion that both the Gospel and the Epistle 
of John were composed only at the special 


urgency of his friends. 
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> 
Iwdvvov érucroAy a’. 


In A, B, the superscription runs: "Iwavvov (B: -avov) a; in other codd., 
ériotoAn ‘lwavvov mpaty. The Rec. is "lwavvov rod amoorédov émtotoAy KaboAiKy 
TPWTN. 


CHAPTER I. 


Ver. 1. Instead of éwpaxapev, Tisch. 7 has, both here and hereafter, and iii. 6, 
iv. 20, accepted the form éop.; on this form, see Ph. Buttmann, Ausf. griech. 
Gramm., 1819, § 84, Anm. 11, note; Al. Buttmann (p. 56) says: ‘“*The form 
éopaxa, it is true, is often presented by the MSS., but has not, up to the present, 
been received by the editors.’”” —Ver. 2. Cod. B has, before éwpaxauev, the 
relative 6, perhaps, through mistake, from vv. 1 and 3; even Buttm. has not 
accepted it. — Ver. 3. drayyéAAouer byiv], Rec., according to G, K, and several 
others, Copt. and others, Oec., Aug., Beda (Tisch.); according to A, B, C, 
however, with Lachm., a «az is to be inserted after dnmayyéAAouev, — it seems to 
have been omitted as superfluous on account of the following iva kat dueic; in 
Thph., it reads: «ai dnayyéAAouev tiv; so also 8, in which it reads: dk«y«. Kat 
éwpak, Kal anayyéAdouev. — Ver. 4. Instead of ypddouev juiv (Rec., Tisch., Lachm., 
ed. maj.), A*, B, & read ypapouev queig (Lachm., ed. min., Buttm.); Liicke, De 
Wette, Ewald, and Reiche consider this reading as unsuitable; differently 
Briickner; the change of jueic to buiv can, at any rate, be more easily explained 
than that of tuiv to jqusic.—7 xapd buov]. Rec., according to A, C, K, several 
others, Copt., ete. (Tisch.); Lachm., following B, G, 8, and others, reads 7u6r; 
hardly correct. — Ver. 5. «al éorw atrn, according to B, C, G, K, &8, and others, 
Syr., Thph., Oec. (Tisch.), instead of the Rec., «ai airy éoriv, according to A, 
Vulg. (Lach.). The Ree. is an alteration of the original reading; comp. ii. 25, 
iii, 11. —dyyedia], so Lachm. and Tisch. (approved of by Reiche and most modern 
commentators), following almost the entire number of authorities, A, B, G, K, 
by far the most of the others (Thph. in Comm. Oec.), instead of the Ree., 
émayyeAa, which only a few codices support; perhaps C; according to Lachm., C 
has dyyedia; according to Tisch., émayyedia. Paulus considers dyyedia as an 
explanatory gloss from iii. 11; so De Wette; but, on the contrary, émayyedia is a 
correction of dyyedia, which, otherwise, does not appear in the N. T., except in 
iii. 11, where, however, the same correction is found. The original reading of 
N is drayyediac; later it corrects this to dyyeAia; others have corrected it to 4yarn 
tig émayyediac. Socin thinks that émayyeAia should be read. — Ver. 7. Instead of 
dAApdwv, A* (2), Tol., some lat. codices, Aeth., Clem., Didym., Tert. read airoi, 
which is plainly a correction, as 4AAjAwv does not seem conformable to the train. 
of thought; see the comment. on this passage. After ‘Ijood, the Rec., following 
A, G, K, and others, Vulg., ete., has Xpsorod, which is wanting in B, C, &; 
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Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted it; Reiche would have it retained; the addition 
is easily explained, comp. v. 8. — Ver. 8. Instead of obk éorwy év juiv (Rec., after 
B, G, 8, Vulg., etc.), Lachm. and Tisch., following A, C, K, and others, read 
év quiv obk éotw; perhaps the former is a correction, after ver. 10.— Ver. 9. 
Instead of kadapion is found, in A, h., some min. (perhaps also in C**), xa@apicer, 
which, however, has-too little evidence to be regarded as genuine. 


Vv. 1-4. Introduction of the Epistle: Statement of the subject of the 
apostolic proclamation and of the aim of this writing. The construction 
of the periods is not carried out conformably to rule. The relative clauses 
beginning with 6 form the object of a verbal idea, which is just as little 
directly expressed as the subject which belongs to it; nay, more, with 7epi 
the period that was begun breaks off, and with «ai 7 Gw (which refers back 
to the preceding ri¢ w7e) begins a new period consisting of two principal 
members. In the new sentence, ver. 3, the objeet, expressed in relative 
form, is placed before the finite verb, which contains in itself the subject. 
The parts of the sentence in ver. 1, beginning with 6, are co-ordinate with 
each other; it is grammatically impossible to take the first part as subject, 
and the following parts as the predicate of it.1_ As far as regards the sense, 
it is unsuitable to find in épyAagnoav the verb which governs the preceding 
objective clauses (Paulus: “that which was, etc., which we have seen, our 
hands also have touched”). The governing verb cannot be contained in 
ver. 2 either, for the verbs of this verse have their object near them in ry 
Suny ray aiwvov. AS 6 éwpdxayev x, Gknkdauev, Ver. 8, Shows itself to be the 
resumption of the objective clauses of ver. 1,— only in more abridged form, 
— itis to be assumed that drayyéAAouev, ver. 3, is the verb which was before 
the apostle’s mind from the very beginning, from the immediate addition of 
which he was, however, prevented by feeling himself constrained to define 
the object more precisely by the appositional addition zepi rod Aoyou tic Gwigc. 
As he was then induced by rie Gye to the parenthetical continuation in 
ver. 2, he made the finite verb follow after he had first resumed the object. 

Ver. 1. 6 hv az’ dpxnc]. This thought, indefinite in itself, is more fully 
explained by the. following relative clauses to this extent, that “that which 
was from the beginning” is identical with that which was the subject of 
perception by the apostle’s senses. But from the appositional adjunct zep?, 
x.7,a., and the parenthetical sentence, ver. 2, it follows that John understands 
by it the Adyoc rie Cwe or the fw, and more exactly the {wy % aidroc, which 
was with the Father and was manifested. That the apostle, however, does 
not thereby mean a mere abstraction, but a real personality, is clear, first 
from 6 d«nkdaper, «.7.A,, and épavepwdy, and then especially from the comparison 
with the prooemium of the Gospel of John, with which what is said here is 
in such conformity that it cannot be doubted that by 6 4» dm’ apy the same 
subject is meant as is there spoken of as 6 Aoyor. The neuter form does 
not entitle us to understand by 6 4, «.7.4., with the Greek commentators 
Theophylact, Oecumenius, and the Scholiasts, the “pvorfpwv of God;” 


1 Cappellus: ‘Quod erat ab initio hoc ipsum est, quod audivimus,” etc. 
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namely, dr: Ode eédavepdbn év capki, or even, with Grotius, the “res a Deo 
destinatae.” Nor does De Wette’s interpretation, “that which appeared in 
Christ, which was from eternity, the eternal divine life,” correspond with 
the representation of the apostle, according to which the Z%.7 not only was 
manifested in Christ, but is Christ Himself. By far the greatest number of 
commentators interpret 6 yy dx dpyic¢ correctly of the personal Christ. The 
reason why John did not write é¢ (comp. chap. ii. 13: rdv am’ dpyic), but 4, 
cannot, with several commentators (Erdmann, Liicke, Ebrard!), be found 
in this, that John means not only the person in itself, but, at the same time, 
its whole history, all that it did and experienced, for jv am’ dpyjc (synonymous 
with é» doy hv, Gospel of John i. 1) is decisive as to the historical 
manifestation of Christ. Nor is it, with Dusterdieck, to be found in this, 
“because only this form (the neuter) is wide and flexible enough to bear, at 
the same time, the two conceptions of the one . . . object, the conception 
of the pre-mundane existence and that of the historical manifestation,” for 
then each of the four é’s would have to embrace in itself both these ideas, 
which, however, is not the case. But neither is it, with Hofmann (Schrift- 
bewers, ed. 2, I. p. 112), this: “because John just wants to describe only the 
subject of the apostolic proclamation as suck;” for this is not the order, 
that John first describes the subject of the apostolic proclamation only 
generally, and “then” defines it more particularly, but 6 jv dn’ dpyi¢ is itself 
the more particular definition of the subject of the proclamation. Nor, 
finally, is it, with Weiss, this, that the apostle does not here mean the Son 
of God Himself, but “that which constituted the eternal being of the Son,” 
namely, life; for, on the one hand, nothing here points to a distinction of 
the Son and His being, and, on the other hand, it is not the being of the 
Son which the apostle heard, saw, handled, but the Son Himself. The 
neuter is rather to be explained in this way, that, to the apostle, Christ is 


“the life 


1 Liicke gives this explanation of the 
neuter: that John, ‘‘ seeking to express briefly 
the idea of the Gospel, combines in this idea 
the person of Christ, as the incarnate Logos, 
with His whole history and work.” — Erdmann 
first remarks: ‘‘ Forma neutrius generis gene- 
ralis notio e contextis atque Joannis dicendi 
ratione facile definienda, ad personam Christi 
aperte referenda significatur, nec solum vis et 
amplitudo sententiae apte notatur, sed etiam 
illo 6 quater repetito orationis sublimitati 
concinnitas additur;’’ and then continues: 
*Praeterea meminerimus, non solum Christi 
personam per se spectatam hic designari, 
verum etiam omnia, quae per vitam humanam 
ab eo perfecta et profecta, acta, dicta, etc., 
Adyov in eo apparuisse comprobant. — With 
this the opinion of Ebrard agrees, that 6 shows 
that the person was not to be proclaimed qua 
person, not as an abstraction, but in its his- 
torical manifestation. Against this, however, 
it is a valid objection, that John in 6 jv an’ 


” itself; but this idea in itself is an abstract (or general) idea ? 


apxjs has plainly in his view the Logos not 
in, but before, its historical manifestation. — 
When Erdmann appeals, in favor of John’s 
reference of the neuter to persons, to the 
passages, Gospel of John iii. 6, vi. 39, xvii. 2, 
1 John iv. 4, it is, on the other hand, to be 
observed that in all these passages the neuter 
serves to combine the single individuals into a 
whole that embraces the entirety of them, 
which permits of no application to the use of 
o here. 

2 Ebrard rejects this explanation as quite 
erroneous, and as being in contradiction with 
the acceptation of the verse otherwise. The 
rashness of this judgment is clearly evident 
from the question which he adds: ‘‘ Where 
would there be even the shadow of a gram- 
matical reference of 6 to ¢wys?’? for a 
grammatical reference is not and could not 
be asserted. —Bertheau’s objection (Liicke, 
OComment., ed. 8, p. 206 f.), that * we would 
still have to regard the neuter form as a 
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True, the apostle could have written even éc instead of the neuter; but as 
Christ has His peculiar importance just in this, that He is the Life itself 
(not merely a living individual), —comp. Gospel of John xiv. 6, — and as 
John begins his Epistle filled with this conception, it was more natural for 
him to write here 6.than é¢.1_ By qv az’ dpyic, John describes Christ as Him 
who, although at a particular time He was the object of perception by sense, 
has been from all eternity; the imperfect #v, however, does not express the 
pre-mundane, eternal existence, but is explained in this way, that John 
speaks historically, looking backwards from the point of time at which 
Christ had become the object of sensuous perception. — dz’ dpyy¢ has 
frequently in the N. T. its more particular determination along with it, as 
in Mark xiii. 19, 2 Pet. ili. 4: rie «ricewc, or it is easily discovered from the 
context, as in Acts xxvi.4. In the passage 2 Thess. ii. 13, da’ dpyiec 
corresponds to the expression used in Eph. i. 4: xpd xara8od%e xéoopuov, and is 
identical with the German von Ewigkeit her (from all eternity), for which 
elsewhere is said: dx6 tov aiévev (Eph. iii. 9), or similar words. Here it is 
explained by the following fru hv mpdc tov matépa. "This existence of Christ 
with the Father precedes not merely His appearance in the flesh, but also 
the creation of the world, for according to John i. 2, the world was made by 
Him; dpyf is therefore not the moment of the beginning of the world, as it 
is frequently interpreted, but what preceded it (comp. Meyer on Gospel of 
John i. 1); Christ was before the world was, and is therefore not first from 
the beginning of the world, as Christ Himself in John xvii. 5 speaks of a 
66a which He had with the Father pd rod tov xéouov eivar.2 The apostle 
says here’ dn’ dpyfe, because he is looking back from the time when Christ by 
His incarnation became the object of sensuous perception (similarly Ebrard), 
It is incorrect either to change the idea of elva: ax’ dpyq¢ into that of exist- 
ence in the pre-determined plan,’ by which the words are strained, or to 
interpret dpy7 here of the beginning of the public activity of Christ in the 
flesh (Semler, Paulus, and others), by which the conhection with ver. 2 is 
ignored. — 6 dxnxéayev, «.7.2.]. By the four sentences the apostle expresses 
the thought that that which was from the beginning was the subject of his 
own perception; the main purpose of them is not “to put forward that 
which is to be proclaimed about Christ as absolutely certain and _ self- 
experienced (Ebrard), but to bring out and to establish the identity of that 
which was from the beginning with that which was manifested in the flesh, 
while he has at the same time in his view the Docetan heresy afterwards 


general comprehensive expression which re- 2 That the Adyos before the creation of the 

fers both to that to which the apostle ascribes world was immanent in God, but by the ac- 

a primeyal existence and to that which he has complishment of the act of creation hypo- 

heard with his ears,” etc., is not tenable, for it statically proceeded from God (see Meyer on 

rests on the unproyed assumption that 0 Adyos Gospel of John i. 1), is an idea nowhere 

7. ¢, is not identical with that which the apostle hinted at in Scripture. 

. regarded as the object of the axovevv, «.7.A. 8 Grotius: ‘ Eae res, quas apostoli sensibus 
1 It is unsuitable to explain the 6, with suis percepere, fuerunt a Deo destmatae jam 

Braune, in this way, that the apostle, ‘in ab ipso mundi primordio.” 

view of the mysterious sublimity, .. . wrote 

in a flight and feeling of indefiniteness,” 
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mentioned by him.! By the 6 with which these sentences begin, nothing 
else, therefore, is meant than by the 6 of the first sentence, namely, Christ 
Himself (Brickner, Braune); and here the peculiar paradox is to be 
noticed, which lies in this, that the general (7 G7) is represented by the 
apostle as something perceived by his senses. It is erroneous to understand 
by each of these 6’s something different; thus by the first (with d«yxdaper), 
perhaps the testimony which was expressed by God Himself (Grotius), or 
by the law and the prophets (Oecumenius), or by John the Baptist (Nicolas 
de Lyra), or even the words which Christ uttered (Ebrard); by the second 6 
(with éapaxavev), the miracles of Christ (Ebrard); by the third 6 (with 
é9eachue0a), tot et tanta miracula (Grotius), or even “the divine glory of Christ” 
(Ebrard); and by the 6 which is to be supplied with éwniadyoav, the resur- 
rection-body of Christ (Ebrard), or, still more arbitrarily, the panes multi- 
plicatos, Lazarum, ete. (Grotius); all these supplementary ideas, which 
have originated in the incorrect assumption that John refers here to “the 
various sides of Christ’s appearance in the flesh,” and which can easily be 
confounded with others, are utterly unjustified, since they are in no way 
hinted at in the context. John does not mean here to say that he has 
experienced this or that in Christ, but that he has heard, seen, looked upon, 
and handled Christ Himself. In the succession of the four verbs there lies 
an unmistakable gradation (a Lapide: gradatim crescit oratio) ; from dxnxéa- 
pev to éwpdxauev a climax occurs, in so far as we are more certainly and 
immediately convinced of the reality of an appearance of sense by sight than 
by hearing; the addition of the words roic¢ é0faduoic judv is not, as Lorinus 
already remarks, a mepiccodoyia or Batrodoyia, but there is in them “plainly an 
aiming at emphasis, as, to see with one’s own eyes” (Winer, p. 564 [E. T., 
607]). The third verb éeacaueda must not here be taken—with Bede and 
Ebrard —in the sense of spiritual beholding, by which it is removed from 
the sphere to which the other verbs belong; it is rather of similar significa- 
tion with éwpdxavev — in this respect, that, equally with the latter, it indi- 
cates the seeing with the bodily eyes. The difference does not, however, lie 
in this, that @edo#a = werd dabparoc Kai Oaufovce dpav (Oecumenius, a Lapide, 
Hornejus, etc.), or = attente cum gaudio et admiratione conspicere (Black- 
well), by which significations are put into the word which are foreign to it 
in itself, but in this, that it has in it the suggestion of intention.? It is to be 
remarked that i¢eaodueba is closely connected with the following «a? al yeipec 
huav éfnaddnoav ; for 6 is not repeated here, and both verbs are in the aorist, 
so that they thus go to form a sort of contrast to the two preceding clauses; 
whilst dove and dpgv express rather the involuntary perception, dedoda: and 


1 Erdmann: ‘Jam etiam clarum fit, cur 
tam diserte ... testem oculatum et auritum 
se significare studeat, scilicet primum ut veri- 
tatem et certitudinem verbi aeterni in Christo 
manifestati sensibusque humanis percepti ad- 
versus contrariam pseudodoctorum doctrinam 

. - confirmet, deinde ut sui praeconii apos- 
tolici fidem et auctoritatem in ipsa sensuum 


experientia fundatam ab insolentia illorum 
vindicet.” 

2 This force Liicke brings out correctly: 
‘‘Where the expressions are used as con- 
trasted, opdy signifies altogether the objective 
seeing, but @cac@ac the designed, continued 
beholding.” 
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yndagelv express acts of voluntary design, — the former the purposed behold- 
ing, the latter the purposed touching of the object in order to convince 
one’s self of its reality and of its nature. As both these parts of the clause 
remind us of the words of the risen Christ: wAadjoaré we cat idere (Luke 
xxiv. 39), it is not improbable that John had in his mind the beholding and 
touching of the Risen One, only it must be maintained at the same time 
that Christ was one and the same to him before and after His resurrection. 
In this view, the transition from the perfect to the aorist is naturally 
explained in this way, that the apostle in the last verbs refers to single 
definite acts.1 The plural dxyxéauev, x.7.2., is not plur. majestaticus, but is 
used because John, although he speaks of himself as subject, still at the 
same time embraces in his consciousness the other apostles as having had 
the same experience as himself. — rep? roi Adyou tie Gwe Is not dependent on 
any of the preceding verbs ;? it is also inadmissible to explain repi here, 
with Brickner, in the sense in which it is used in 1 Cor. xvi. 1, 12, namely, 
in order to mark the transition to something new; not only the sense, but 
also the position of epi, prohibits this signification; it is an additional clause 
in apposition to the preceding descriptions of the object, by which it is 
stated to what 6 jv dn’ apyie, 6 dxnkoauev refers. The expression 6 2dyoc rie 
wie may be in itself a description of the Gospel (so it is taken by Grotius, 
Semler, Frommann, Ewald, De Wette, Briickner, Diisterdieck, etc.), and ric 
Gwe either gen. obj. (1 Cor. i. 18; 2 Cor. v. 19), or gen. qualitatis (Phil. ii. 
16; Gospel of John vi. 68): but this acceptation is refuted, first, by the 
preposition epi, instead of which the simple accusative would have had to 
be put, for John proclaimed not about the gospel, but the gospel itself 
(anayyéAAouev, ver. 3); then by the close connection of this additional clause 
with the preceding objective clauses; and, finally by the analogy with the 
prooemium of the Gospel of John (ver. 1: év dpyi hy 6 Adyocs ver. 4: év abro 
Cum hv). These reasons, which are opposed to that explanation, are in favor 
of the explanation of Hornejus: hic non denotatur sermo s. verbum evangelii, 
sed Christus, which is also that of most commentators. The opinion of 
Dusterdieck, that ‘(as John (according to ver. 2) considered the Logos itself 
as # Gof, y Goh aidrvioc, the Adyoc in the composition 6 Adyo¢ rij Gwe cannot again 
be the personal Logos,” is overthrown by this, that rj¢ Cope in itself is not 
the name of a person, but of a thing, just as in Gospel of John i. 4, Gof in 


1 Diisterdieck rightly remarks that the 
change of the tenses does not here originate 
in an indefiniteness. His view, however, 
“that the transition from the perfect to the 
aorist is to be explained in this way, that 
the nearer the apostle’s discourse comes to 
the definite historical force of éhavepwOy, the 
more it takes the historical form,” is unten- 
able, for akovew and opd¢v stand to edavepwOy 


John there emphasize the former and here 
the latter, if this were not to be explained by the 
distinction which we have stated? 

28. G. Lange construes wept with the first 
sentence: 6 jv am’ apxfs, 80 that the sense 
that results to him, explaining am’ dpxjs= 
“from the beginning of His ministry,” and 
elvac = ‘*fleri, to happen,” is: * that which 
happened from the beginning in connection 


in no other relation than @cac0ar and Wydraety. 
Briickner opposes the View indicated above, 
being of opinion that the perfect emphasizes 
“the certain effect,’ the aorist, on the other 
hand, “the historical event;’? but why would 


with our Lord, the Word of life’?! — Not less 
extraordinary is the explanation of Paulus: 
‘what in general was thus in regard to the 
Logos; what we, in regard to Him, heard, 
saw, etc., that also, in regard to Him, these 
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the clause é aire CwR hv, and 1d go¢ 7. arp. in the clause kat 7 Cod Hv 7d dae 7. 
avop. Even 6 Aéoyoc is the name of a thing; not, indeed, that we should 
understand by it, first, “the word, which was preached by the apostles,” 
and then, because this has Christ as its subject, “Christ Himself,” as 
Hofmann (Schrifibew., ed. 2, I. p. 109 ff.) thinks, for the subject of a word 
cannot be called the Word (comp. Meyer on Gospel of John i. 1)1 but 6. 
Aoyoc Signifies,in the province of religious thought, xar’ éoyfv, the Word by 
which God expressed Himself év dpy7. Though John of course knows that 
this Word is the personal Christ, yet in this expression in itself the idea of 
personality is not yet brought out. This being the case, we will have to 
understand the compound phrase, 6 Aoyoc ripe Guye, first of all as the name of a 
thing :* so that John in this description, which in itself does not express 
the idea of personality, does not mean to say that that which was from the 
beginning, and which he has heard, etc., is the person that bears the name 
6 Adyo¢ tHe Conc, but only defines more particularly the object, previously 
stated indefinitely, in so far that it is the Word of life, i.e., the Word which 
has life in it (whose nature consists in this, that it is life), and is the source 
of all life (Braune) ; comp. John vi. 35, viii. 12. In agreement with this, 
Weiss says (p. 35) that 6 Aoyor is here, as in the prologue of the Gospel, a 
description of the nature of the Son of God; but the assertion is incorrect, 
that the genitive ri¢ Sone describes the Word as “the Word belonging to life, 
necessary for life,” in favor of which he appeals incorrectly to the ex- 
pressions dproc tic Gwe (John vi. 35, 48) and pyuata Cwy¢ aiwviov (John vi. 68). 
This explanation is refuted by this, that with it 7 Go, ver. 2, must be taken 
in a different reference from that which ric Cone has here.2— The personality 
of this Word, which has already been indicated by 6 dxyxoauev, x.7.2., is still 
more definitely expressed in ver. 2 by the twofold égavepidy, in which 6 
éwpaxapev Kal axnxdaper of ver. 8 finds its explanation. That in the expression 
6 Aéyoe THe Gwe the emphasis lies on r7¢ Gwye, is clear from this, that in ver. 2 


very beginning, is the Word in which life is, 
or the Word of Life. 


hands of ours have touched,” namely, ‘‘the 
human body which here contained Him as 


the Logos come down from above.”’ 

1 The identification of the ideas: kjpuyma 
(= Adyos) and 6 knpvacduevos, by which, 
without enlargement, the former could be put 
where the latter is meant, is rightly opposed 
by Luthardt (Das Av. Joh., p. 284 ff.) ; and 
what Hofmann, in the 2d ed. of his Schrift- 
beweis, brings forward for his defence, does 
not refute the statements of Luthardt. But 
even the explanation of Luthardt, that Christ 
is called the Word because He ‘is the Word 
which God has spoken to the world, because 
He is the final and last word of all earlier 
words of God to the world,” cannot be justi- 
fied, because, on the one hand, in the simple 
expression Adyos nothing is less indicated than 
that He is the final word, and, on the other 
hand, it must be acknowledged that Christ, 
not merely from His incarnation, but from the 


2 Even Hofmann has rightly recognized 
this, although only from his inadmissible in- 
terpretation of the idea 6 Adyos: ** As 6 Adyos 
is the word of the apostolic proclamation, 
© Adyos THS SwHs is also not meant to be 
the proper name of a personal being, but the 
description of a thing, which requires the 
genitival attributive ts ¢wHs in order to be 
described according to its peculiar essence.” 

3 This incongruity is concealed by Weiss in 
this way, that he takes ¢w7y = * knowledge of 
God;” but it is not thereby removed, for 
Weiss understands by wns here “our knowl- 
edge of God,” but by » gwy in ver. 2, on the 
other hand, the knowledge of God which the 
Logos has.—It is arbitrary for Ewald to 
explain Adyos by ‘‘ subject,” and, accordingly, 
mept TOD Ady, THS Swhs by “in regard to the 
subject of life.” 
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it is not 4 Adyoc, but 7 Gu#, that is the subject. The construction with repi 
is thus explained, that the apostle does not thereby mean to speak of the 
object of his proclamation, which he has already stated in 6 hv da’ apyijc, x.7.2., 
but only desires to add a more particular description of it, for which reason 
also it is not to be regarded as dependent on drayyéAAovev. Braune incor- 
rectly takes it as “‘a new dependent clause parallel in its matter to the 
succession of relative clauses, which along with the latter comes to an end 
in drayyéAdouev.” Ebrard groundlessly finds in this construction the sug- 
gestion, that John considers as the object of his proclamation, not Christ 
“as an abstract single conception ’ (!), but “his concrete historical experi- 
ences of Christ.” 

Ver. 2. Without bringing to an end the thought begun in ver. 1, from 
the exact continuation of which he has already digressed in rept rot Adyov Tr. ¢., 
the apostle in this verse expresses the double thought, that the life was 
manifested, and that this eternal life which was with the Father and 
was manifested, has been seen and is declared by him; so that in this, both 
5 hv aw apy and 6 dknxoauev, how the former, namely, could have been the 
subject of sensuous perception, find their more particular determination. 
This whole verse is of course parenthetical; but that it is not regarded by 
John as mere parenthesis (contrary to Diisterdieck) is clear, partly from the 
connecting «ai, and partly from this, that in ver. 3 it is not 6 jv dm’ dpyye, but 
‘only 6 dxnxéayuev, «.7.4., that is resumed, while the former is fully dealt with 
in this verse. — ca is not put for yap, but is copulative, “ not disjunctive, 
but conjunctive” (Lucke); the thought with which it is connected is that 
which lies in 6 yy dm’ dpyqc, that the life, before it became subject of percep- 
tion, was, as it is afterwards put, mpdc¢ tov marépa.1 — Com Epavepdon]. Instead 
of a relative, the noun is repeated, as is peculiar to the diction of John; 
4 wn instead of 6 Adyor rie Gwe, because the emphasis, as has been already 
remarked, is on (wy, is analogous to Gospel of John i. 4, where also, after it 
is said of the Adyoe, év abt Guy Hv, it is not 6 Aoyoc, but 7 Guy, that is the subject 
of the following sentence.? It is plainly incorrect to understand by to the 
doctrina de felicitate nova = evangelium (Semler), or, with others, the felicitas 
of believers; but neither is S. G. Lange’s explanation, according to which 
Son = “auctor vitae, the Life-giver,” sufficient, for Christ is so designated 
not merely according to the operation that proceeds from Him, but, at the 
same time, according to the peculiarity of His nature.8— éoavepoon. In 


1 Ebrard wrongly conceives the logical commentators. Frommann mentions as such: 
relation thus, that by «ca: the thought that is ‘*the truth, perfection, or the living and happy 
latent in the preceding verse, “that Christ character of being;” Késtlin: “the mighti- 
was of eternal being, but became incarnate ness, blessedness, and endlessness of being.” 


and was manifested,” is confirmed. If we keep to the scriptural mode of concep- 
2 Groundlessly Baumgarten-Orusius asserts tion, the chief elements appear to be ‘ con- 
that ¢w7 ‘has here more inner, spiritual mean- sciousness, activity, and happiness;” true 


ing than in Gospel i, 14;” this is to mistake activity is only where consciousness is, and 
the meaning which the word has in that happiness is activity which is not disturbed or 
passage. hindered by any opposition. — Weiss wrongly 

8 The chief elements which are contained infers from John xvii. 8, that by gw is to be 
in the idea ¢wy are differently stated by the understood only the knowledge of God, and 
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what way the gavépwore took place, is taught in chap. iv. 2 and John i. 14. 
In this way, that the life which was in itself hidden appeared in the flesh or 
became flesh, did it become perceptible by sense, subject of the dxobev, épav, 
x.7.A, Ebrard rightly remarks: “The odpé yiyvecda indicates the objective 
event of the incarnation as such; the gavepw0jva, the result of it for our 
faculty of perception.” — cal éwpdxayev kat, x.7.4.]. The object that belongs 
to the verbs is tH Cayv tiv aidvov; according to De Wette, Briickner, and 
Diisterdieck, this object is only attracted to dzayyéAdouev, and the object is to 
be supplied to both of the first yerbs from what precedes (#) ; but the two 
ideas paprupoduev and amayy. are thereby unduly separated from each other; 
there is more in favor of supplying only an airfv with éwpaxayev (1st ed. of 
this comm., Myrberg), by which the idea of this verb is significantly brought 
out: “the life was manifested, and we have seen it;” but as in the context 
even this construction is not indicated, it is better, with most commentators, 
to connect ry Gwyv 7. aidy. also with éwpaxayev. — By éwpaxayev the apostle 
brings out that the eternal Life which was made manifest and perceptible 
was seen by himself; the verb waprupoiuev, which signifies the utterance of 
that which one has personally seen or experienced (comp. Gospel of John 
xix. 35; also 1 John i. 34, iii. 82),! is directly connected with this, and 
thereupon first follows the more general idea dmrayyédAouev; Baumgarten- 
Crusius incorrectly refers uaprupoduev specially to égavepabn, and anayyédAouev 
to éwpaxayev, With the assertion that “the former two have more objective, 
the latter more subjective meaning.”? By tuiv, dmayyéAdouev is put in refer- 
ence to the readers of the Epistle; hence it does not follow, however, that 
it is to be understood only of the writing of this Epistle, and is therefore 
simply resumed by raira yoddouey in ver. 4; but the former is the more general 
idea, in which the more special one of the writing of the Epistle is embraced ; 
the ypadew is a particular kind of the dnayyédAev. Ebrard incorrectly sepa- 
rates the two by referring drayyéAAouev to the written Gospel of John, and 
yoaoouev to this Epistle. — r9v Cany riv aidvov]. The noun is here put for the 
pronoun airAv, not only in accordance with John’s usual mode of expression, 
but because the idea of Go was to be more particularly defined by aidvor. 
Baumgarten-Crusius erroneously explains 7 fw 7 aldvic by “ bestowing 
higher, unending life; ” rather the ¢7, which Christ is, is marked by aidwo¢ 
as such as 7 dn’ dpyne, or, still more comprehensively, as-such as, though by 


it is erroneous for him to maintain that 7 wy i.e., testes Dei tum voce, tum vita, tum pas- 
does not here signify Christ Himself, but ‘‘ His sione, morte et martyrio.” 


peculiar knowledge of God,” which He pos- 2 Myrberg’s explanation also: ‘ waprupia 
sessed even before His davepwars. The relative est expertae veritatis simplex confessio, qua 
clause Ts Hv mpos Tov matépa, which is con- homo sibi ipsi potius, quam aliis consulat: 


nected with thy Swhy riy aidvioy, is opposed amayyeAva annuntiatio veritatis cognitae, qua 
to this interpretation; inasmuch as it shows aliis potius, quam sibi ipsi providere studeat,”’ 
that here » gwn 7 atmvios, and just as much 7 is without grammatical justification. 

gwn, is to be considered as the same subject 8 Bengel’s interpretation: ‘ Testimonium, 
which John in the prooemium of the Gospel genus; species duae: annuntiatio et scriptio; 
calls o Adyos, and of which he says there that annuntiatio ponit fundamentum, scriptio su- 
it Hv mpos Tov Geor, peraedificat,” is inadmissible. 

1 Incorrectly, a Lapide. ‘‘ Quasi martyres, 
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the incarnation it entered into time, is in itself nevertheless without meas- 
ure of time, eternal (Brickner; similarly Braune). It is true, the idea Ga 
aiavoc has elsewhere in the N. T. admittedly another signification, but this 
does not justify the explanation of Calvin: ubi secwndo repetit: annuntiamus 
vitam aeternam, non dubito quin de effectu loquatur, nempe quod annuntiet: bene- 
Jficio Christi partam nobis esse vitam. De Wette’s explanation also, that 7 Cw» 
 aiévioc is an idea “which hovers in the middle between the eternal true 
life which is to be appropriated by believers (John xvii. 3), and life in 
Christ, so that the first is to be considered in closest connection with 
anayyéAAouev, but the second in reference to the reflexive ru hv,” can so much 
the less be held correct as the simple and clear thought of the apostle is 
thereby rendered complicated and obscure. Of that which the believer 
possesses in Christ there is here no mention at all, but only of Christ Him- 
self; and, besides, that 7 a7 4 aidv. is to the Apostle John not merely a 
subjective, but also an objective conception, is proved by chap. v. 11.— 
hrc qv]. fri is more significant than the simple #, inasmuch as it makes the 
twofold relative clause as containing a confirmation of the preceding state- 
ment: éwpdkapev, k.7.2., THY Coy THY aidviov.1 — The imperfect 7» also does not 
here indicate the intemporal existence, but is used in reference to édavepiin : 
ere the (wf appeared, it was with the Father. — mpd¢ rdv narépa; comp. Gos- 
pel of John i. 1: mpd¢ rdv Oedv. The preposition zpd¢ is often combined with 
the accusative in the N. T. in the sense of “with:” comp. Matt. xiii. 56, 
xxvi. 55; but mpéc with the accusative differs from mpd¢ with the dative in 
this, that it describes being with one another not as a mere being beside one 
another, but as a living connection, a being in intercourse with one another 
(so also Braune) ; but we put too much into it, if we find the relationship 
of love directly expressed by zpéc.2 John does not mean to bring out that the 
Gon (Christ) was connected with the Father in love, but that Christ already 
was, before He appeared (é¢avepstn); before He was év 76 xéouw with men, 
He was therefore in heaven with God, and, indeed, in lively union with 
God as he afterwards entered into a lively communion with men. Quite 
erroneously, Socin, Grotius, and others understand the expression of the 


1 The statement of Ebrard is inapposite, aidév., not merely in simply relative manner, 
that by Ts the subject-matter of the relative but in such a way that the extension of the 
clause is stated as an already (from ver. 1) , predicate contains at the same time an explan- 
known and at the same time acknowledged atory and confirmatory reference;”? but it is 
element of the substantive idea on which the difficult to admit that by virtue of yres the Kar 
relative clause depends. The right view seems épavepwdyn ynutvy in its close connection with 
to lie at the base of the explanation of Sander : jv mp. 7. wat. is marked as the connecting link 
“T declare unto you eternal life, even as such which unites to 6 jv am adpx. the accessory 
as,” etc.; at least, it is not touched at by the elements 0 aKnkoapev, K.T.A, 
remark of Ebrard in opposition: “The mean- * Besser: ‘The Word was with God, re- 
ing of John is plainly this, that the ¢. ais. is lated to the Father in filial Jove.” Still less 
really and in itself one which was with the justifiable is Ebrard’s explanation: * The ¢w7 
Father and was manifested to us, and is by no was a life flowing forth indeed from the bosom 
means represented as such merely in the of the Father, but immediately returning to it, 


proclamation of it.”  Diisterdieck rightly floating im the inner circulation of the life of 
says: ‘ By yrs the twofold extension of the God” (!). . 
predicate is connected with the subject # ¢. 7 
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concealment of the (w aidv. in the decree of God. From the fact that John 
here calls God in His relation to Christ rarjp, it follows that the sonship of 
Christ to God is to be regarded not as first begun with His incarnation, but 
as pre-mundane. — kai é¢avepd0n quiv is not a mere repetition of what has been 
already said, but in quiv a new element is added, by which éupaxauev and 6 
. dxnkoauerv, k.7.2., ver. 1, find their explanation. 

Ver. 3. In the opening words of this verse, 6. . . dxqxdayev, the object 
expressed in ver. 1 is resumed, and the governing verb, which was there 
already in the apostle’s view, is added. The drift of this verse does not, 
however, lie in this, but rather in the final clause: iva, «7.4. While John 
first meant to state what was the subject of his proclamation, namely, that 
it was that which was from the beginning and was perceived by his senses, 
—which he then more particularly defined in ver. 2,—he now wants to 
state the purpose of this proclamation of that subject. In this lies the 
reason why the object is resumed in abridged form, namely, in the form 
which the immediately preceding words (kat éoavepidn juiv) suggested. The 
8 hv an’ apxqc, and similarly the 6 é@eacdauepa, was not to be resumed; the 
former, because it has been fully dealt with in what follows it; the latter, 
because it was not here in the purpose of the apostle once more to bring out 
the reality of the sensuous appearance of Him who was from the beginning. 
That éwpaxapev is placed before dxnxoayev, in which no artificial parallelism is 
to be sought for (against Ebrard), resulted naturally from the interweaving 
of. éwpdéxayev into ver. 2 (De Wette). —dnayyéAAouev cal buiv; with drayyér- 
Jouev, comp. ver. 2.— «ai (see the critical remarks) distinguishes the readers 
either from others to whom the apostle had declared the same thing 
(Spener, De Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Licke, Diisterdieck, Myrberg, 
Braune, ete.), or from John (along with the other apostles). Lorinus: vos 
qui nimirum non audislis, nec vidistis, nec manibus vestris contrectastis verbum 
vitae ; so also Zwingli, Bullinger, Ebrard. The latter interpretation would 
be preferable, if the following «ai before tueic, to which the same reference 
is to be attributed, did not thereby become pleonastic. — iva kai buei¢ Korvwviav 
éynte uel’ quov]. Many commentators, as Socin, Bengel, Russmeyer, Spener, 
and others, supply with «ewoviay as enlargement: “ with God and Christ; ” 
without adequate ground; the enlargement of the idea xowwvia is ped’ fuor 
(Baumgarten-Crusius, Diisterdieck, Braune), whereby, however, John does 
not mean “the apostles and other Christians” (De Wette), but himself, 
although including the other apostles, who have also seen and heard the 
Word of Life. This xowwvia is self-evidently the fellowship of spirit in 
faith and love, which was brought about by the apostolic preaching. — éyew 
is neither to be explained, with a Lapide, by pergere et in ea (kowvwria) profi- 
cere et confirmari, nor, with Fritzsche, by “to acquire; ” the word is rather to 
be retained in the signification peculiar to it; the apostle simply indicates 
the having fellowship as the aim of the apostolic proclamation, quite apart 
from the question as to how the hearers of this are related to that. —xai 4 
Kowvovia dé 7 Huetépa, K.7.A.]. By 7 kowovia i juetépa most commentators under- 
stand “the fellowship which the apostles and the believing hearers of their 
proclamation have with one another,” and, according as 7 or éori is supplied, 
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have thus defined the thought of ‘the verse, that the apostle states of this 
mutual fellowship that it either should be or is a fellowship with the Father 
and the Son. But as this view necessitates a scarcely justifiable enlarge- 
ment of the idea xowwvia (7 Kowavia 4 tetépa 7 [or éori] Kowwvia peta T. xaTp., 
k,7.A,);! the explanation of Baumgarten-Crusius, who resolves 7 kowv. ) huerépa 
into jqueic¢ éyouer Kowuviar wera T. Tatp., deserves the preference (so also Ewald, . 
Braune); taking this explanation, the xowwria meant here is not identical 
with that mentioned before, inasmuch as the distinction is marked both by 
the difference of the subject, vueic and jueic (which is contained in jyerépa), 
and that of the object, ued’ quav and pera rod ratpoc. According to this accep- 
tation, the apostle here brings out that he (along with the rest of the apos- 
tles) has fellowship with the Father and with the Son, and, no doubt, in 
order to intimate by this that his readers, if they have fellowship with him, 
are thereby received with him into that fellowship. It is at all events 
incorrect, with Augustin, Luther, Calvin, Grotius, Ebrard, etc., to supply 7 
with this sentence. In opposition to it are: (1) the structure of the sen- 
tence, for if it were dependent on iva, the verb could not be omitted;? and 
(2) the thought, for as the apostles are already in fellowship with the 
Father and with the Son, it cannot be the aim of their drayyedia to elevate 
the fellowship which exists between them, and those who accept their word, 
into fellowship with the Father and with the Son. Therefore it is éori that 
must be supplied, as Erasmus, a Lapide, Vatablus, Hornejus, De Wette, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Diisterdieck, Myrberg, Ewald, Braune, ete., have 
rightly recognized. The conjunction xa? . . . dé, which is pretty often found 
in the N. T., is used when the idea which is connected with a preceding one 
is at the same time to be contrasted with it; “the introduction of something 
new is thereby intimated” (Pape, see on xa? ... dé). Whether it be the 
connection or the contrast which is to be the more emphasized, this particle 
is never used to resume an idea with the view to a further expression of it. 
This usage therefore also proves that by 4 cow. 7 juerépa it is not the previ- 
ously mentioned kowwvia pel’ qudv, but another fellowship, namely, the fel- 
lowship of the jueic, i.e., of John and the other apostles (not with one another, 
but) with the Father and with the Son, that is meant. God is here called 


1 This enlargement is involuntarily made stronger is the ellipsis in Rom. iv. 16); thus 
by the commentators —although they do not even with Paul, who so frequently expresses 


mention it; thus by Liicke, when he explains: only the outlines of the thought, the sub- 
“that ye may have fellowship with us: but junctive of the substantive verb is almost never 
(not with us only, but — ye know) our fellow- omitted; how much less can it be held as 


ship with one another is also ¢ha¢ with the omitted in a construction of periods otherwise 
Father and with the Son;” similarly by quite conformable to rule, in the second part 
Diisterdieck; Ebrard also says: “It is the of the dependent clause! 
‘purpose of John in his dmayyeAca, that his 8 For the usage of kai... dé, comp. 
readers may enter into fellowship with the Matt. xvi. 18; Mark iv. 86; Luke ii. 35; 
disciples, and that this fellowship may have Acts iii. 24, xxii. 29; Heb. ix. 21; and in 
its life-principle in the fellowship with the Gospel of John vi. 51, viii. 16, 17, xv. 27. 
Father and with the Son.” Lticke wrongly says that the particle is used 
2 The omission of éori very often occurs; for the more exact definition, expansion, and 
on the other hand, 7 is very seldom omitted in strengthening of a preceding thought, and that 
the N. T., only in 1 Cor. viii. 11 and 18 (still there is contained in it an ‘at the same time” 
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natyp in relation to tov viod abrov. — The full description of Christ as rob viot 
avbrov "Iycot Xpiorod serves to bring out the identity of that which was from 
the beginning with Him who became man. 

Ver. 4. After stating the subject and aim of his apostolic proclamation, 
the apostle intimates specially the aim of this Epistle. —xa? radra ypaouev 
buiv. By «ai, ypapouev is made co-ordinate with drayyéAdouev, the particular 
with the general, not the composition of the Epistle with that of the Gospel 
(Ebrard). radra refers neither merely to what precedes (Russmeyer, Sander), 
nor merely to what immediately follows (Socin), but to the whole Epistle 
(Licke, De Wette, Diisterdieck). With ypadouev iuiv, comp. ii. 1, 12, v. 13. 
The plural is used because John as an apostle writes in the consciousness 
that Ais written word is in full agreement with the preaching of all the 
apostles; all the apostles, as it were, speak through him to the readers of 
the Epistle. — iva 7 yapa tyov 7 mexAnpwpuévn. Comp. with this John xv. 11, 
xvii. 13. The aim of the Epistle is the rA7pwou of joy which it, as apostolic 
testimony to the salvation founded on the @avépwouc of the fay aidvioc (ver. 2), 
was to produce in its readers. De Wette groundlessly thinks that the effect, 
namely, the perfected Christian frame of mind, is here put for the cause, 
namely, Christian perfection. It is rather very especially the perfect yapa 
(not merely “the joy of conflict and victory,” Ebrard) that is the goal to 
which the apostle would lead his readers by this Epistle. With the reading 
quar it is the yapa of the apostles — first of all of John — that is the goal, 
and no doubt the joy which for them consists in this, that their word 
produces fruit in their hearers. Incorrectly Ebrard: “ If judy is right, then 
the apostle resumes the mutual juerépa: that our (common) joy may be 
full;” for, on the one hand, juerépa is not mutual (embracing the apostles 
and the readers), and, on the other, 7uév would have to be referred to the 
qucic that is contained in ypagouev, but not to the more remote jyerépa. 

Ver. 5-chap. ii. 11. 

After the apostle has indicated the fulness of joy, which is in the 
fellowship with the Father and with the Son, as the aim of his Epistle, he 
brings out in what follows, from the point of view that God is @é¢ (ver. 5), 
in opposition to moral indifferentism, the condition under which alone that 
fellowship can exist. . 

Ver. 5. This verse contains no inference from what precedes (kai is 
not = igitur, Beza), but the thought that lays the foundation for what 


follows. —éorw abrn 9 ayyeaia, “and this is the message ; 


or ‘notonly ... but also.”? It must also be 
held as erroneous when Diisterdieck says: 
‘John has just spoken of a ‘ fellowship 
with us;’ now he wants to expand this idea 
further; therefore he continues: ‘and our 
fellowship’—the new explanatory thought, 
however, forms a certain antithesis to what 
was previously said: but owr fellowship is not 
so much the fellowship with ws as rather that 
with the Father and with the Son.’? — Apart 
from the fact that cai . . . dé has not the force 


;” gor is here put— 


of such a restriction (not so much... as 
rather), who does not feel that, if John wanted 
to express this thought, he would have had to 
write not nmetépa, but vmerepa, or rather: 
avtn 5& Kowwvia? 

1 Theophyl.: yuadv yap duty KowwwvovvTwr 
mrciotyy Exomev THY Xapav HuaV, Hv ToLs Eepro- 
Tals 0 Xalpwv aTopEds Ev TH TOD mLigOod aTOAYWer 
BpaBevoer, xarpovTwy Kat TOUTwY OTL THY TOVWY 
QUvT@Y aToAavouct. 
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contrary to its usual position, comp. ii. 25, iii. 11, 23, iv. 3, ete. — before 
aitn “in order to mark the reality of the message” (Braune); airy here — 
as elsewhere also—refers to what follows: 6érz 6 Qedc, «.7.4., by which the 
subject-matter of the message is stated. ~Calvin incorrectly, following 
the reading émayyedia: promissio, quam vobis afferimus, hoc secum trahit, vel hane 
conditionem habet annexam. — The word dyyedia only here and iii. 11 (where, 
however, it is also not unopposed) ; frequently in the LXX., 2 Sam. iv. 4; 
Prov. xii. 26, xxv. 26, xxvi. 16; Isa. xxviii. 9; Jer. xlviii.34. The reading 
érayyeaia is more difficult with the meaning “promise;” yet this may be 
justified in so far as every N. T. proclamation carries with it a promise.? 
De Wette prefers this reading, but takes érayyedia, following the example of 
Oecumenius, a Lapide, Beza, Hornejus, etc., — contrary to the constant usus 
loquendi of the N. T.,—in the signification: “announcement” (Lange: 
‘ teaching ”). — fv dxyxdapuev dn’ abtov, “ from Him, that is, Christ.” Instead 
of do, it is more usual to have rapa, comp. John viii. 26, 40, xv. 15; Acts 
x. 22, xxvili. 22; 2 Tim. ii. 2. —airéc in the Epistle, not always (Paulus, 
Baumgarten-Crusius) indeed, but mostly, refers to God, while éxeivor refers 
always to Christ; here it refers backwards to rod viod abtod 'I. Xp, in ver. 3; 
Diisterdieck : “From Him, Christ, the Son of God manifested in the flesh 
(ver. 3), whom the apostle himself has heard (ver. 1 ff.), has he received 
the message about the Father.” In favor of the correctness of this 
explanation is also the following: 6érz 6 ©e0¢.2 — kal avayyéAAouev iyiv]. 
dvayyéAAew is synonymous with drayyéAdew, vv. 2 and 3, only that in dva the 
idea “again” is contained; Erasmus: quod filius annuntiavit a patre, hoc 
apostolus accepltum a filio RENUNCIAT.® This dvayyéAdouev refers back with 
peculiar subtleness to the preceding dyyedia, and thus testifies to the 
correctness of that reading (Diisterdieck). The subject is, as in vv. 2 and 3, 
John and the rest of the apostles. To reduce their proclamation to the 
word which they heard from Christ Himself serves to confirm its truth; 
comp. the combination of dkobecv and dmayyeAdew in ver. 3. Ebrard wrongly 
interprets this dvayyeAAouev also of the proclamation of John which occurred 
in his Gospel, to which this Epistle is related as the concentrating develop- 
ment.4— dr 6 Ovd¢ ga¢ éori]. gad is inappropriately translated by Luther : 
“alight; ” the article weakens the thought; God is light, i-e., God’s nature 
is light = absolute holiness and truth (comp. chap. iv. 8; Gospel of John 


1 Spener: ‘* Promise; inasmuch as, in what cording to which, on account of the conjunctio 
follows, a promise is really involved. God is inter Deum et Christum (which Socinus, 
not only a light in Himself, but to believers moreover, holds not as a conjunctio essentiae, 
He is also their light. And that is the prom- but only as a conjunctio voluntatis et rerum 
ise.” aliarum omnium), by abtod is here to be 

2 The use of this pronoun even where the understood equally God and Christ. 
reference is obscure is caused by this, that 5 Bengel: ‘* Quae in ore Christi fuit dyyeAta, 
John does not think of the Father without eam apostoli avayyé\Aovar; Dam ayyediav ab 
the Son, or the Son without the Father; the ipso acceptam reddunt et propagant.” 


thoughttherefore remains essentially the same, 4 According to Ewald, John is here quoting 
whether we refer it in the first instance tothe a definite utterance of Christ; possibly, but 
Father or to the Son; notwithstanding, how- not necessarily. 


ever, the view of Socinus is unjustifiable, ac- 
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iv. 24).1 For the signification of the symbolical expression “light,” comp. 
especially Jas. i. 13, 17.— As God is ¢a¢ in absolute sense, so also all light 
outside of Him is the radiation of His nature, as all love flows forth from 
Him whose nature is dyéry; comp. chap. iv. 7 ff. —xat oxoria év abté ob« EoTw 
ovdevia]. The thought contained in the foregoing is emphasized by the 
negation of its opposite, which is here expressed in the strongest manner by 
ovk . . . ovdeuia, in accordance with John’s diction (comp. chap. ii. 4, 18, 
etc.). —oxoria: antithesis of ¢a¢: sin and falsehood; the same antithesis is 
frequently in the N. T.; comp. Rom. xiii. 12; Eph. v. 8 ff.; 1 Thess. v. 
4,5. In opposition to the general prevalent explanation given here, Weiss 
thus explains the sense of this verse: “God is light, i.e., He has become 
visible, capable of being known, namely, in Christ, who certainly proclaims 
this truth; there is no more any darkness in God at all, i.e., no part of His 
nature remains any longer dark and unknown; He has (in Christ) become 
completely revealed.” This interpretation, to which Weiss is led by the 
erroneous supposition that the idea ¢a¢ has, in the N. T., no ethical 
reference,” is refuted both by the form of expression, which exhibits @é¢ 
(just as dyamn, chap. iv. 8) as a description of the nature of God, and also 
by the train of thought, in so far as the truth expressed here forms the 
starting-point for all the following amplifications — which bear on the ethical 
relationship of Christians. Besides, the apostle would have insufficiently 
expressed the thought, as he would have left out the essential év Xpior@, 
which Weiss unjustifiably inserts. John rightly puts the truth that God is 
light, as the chief subject-matter of the dyyeAia of Christ, at the top of his 
development; for it forms the essential basis of Christianity, both in its 
objective and in its subjective subsistence; in it there lies, as well as 
judgment in regard to sin, so also salvation from sin by the incarnation and 
death of Christ, as well as necessity of repentance and faith, so also the 
moral exercise of the Christian life. 

Ver. 6. Inference from ver. 5. He alone has fellowship with God, who 
does not walk in darkness. — édv eitupev]. The same form of speech (é4y) is 
repeated from verse to verse (only with the exception of ii. 2) until chap. 
ii. 3; then appears the participle with the definite article: 6 Aéywr, ii. 4, vi. 
9; 6 dyanév, ii. 10; 6 wody, ii. 11.— The use of the hypothetical particles, 
especially of av, is also found very often in the Gospel.’ On the first person 


1 The fulness of the references contained in 
these words, Lorinus states'in the following 
manner: ‘Deus lux est, quia clarissime se 
ipsum percipit, omniaque in se ipso, utpote 
prima et ipsissima veritas; quia summe bonus, 
ac summa et ipsissima bonitas; fidelis absque 
ulla iniquitate, justus et rectus, quia fons om- 
nis lucis in aliis i. e. veritatis atque virtutis, 
non solum illustrans mentem, docensque quid 
agendum sit, verum etiam operans in nobis, ut 
agamus et sic radiis suis liberans mentem ab 
ignorantiae tenebris, purgans a pravitate 
voluntatem.”’ 

2 The assertion that das refers only to 


knowledge and not to the ethical state, is so 
much the more untenable, as Weiss himself 
describes this knowledge as “‘ the trwe know}l- 
edge of God, i.e., such that the entire spiritual 
life of man is absorbed in it, so that he is 
henceforth completely in God,” or ‘“¢in which 
the object of cognition is received into the 
whole spiritual life of man in such a way that 
it becomes a force, inspiring and determining, 
or ruling, the latter in its totality.” But even 
such a cognition must certainly be regarded as 
an ethical act. 

3 éav is used — as Winer says, p. 273 (E.T., 
291) — with the idea of an objective possibility, 
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plural, Lorinus says: swam quoque in hac hypothesi personam conjugit, ut lenius 
ac facilius agat; better Liicke; “By the communicative and hypothetical 
form, the language gains, on the one hand, in refining delicacy, and, on the 
other, in more general reference and force; unsatisfactorily Ebrard: “The 
first person plural serves only to express the general ‘we.’” 
Eyouev yer’ abtod. See ver. 3. Fellowship with God forms the innermost 
essence of all true Christian life. — «at év 1@ oxdret mepiemnatouev. Comp. Gospel 
of John viii. 12. év 7@ oxdree meperareiv is not merely “ not to know whither 
we are going” (Luther), but to live in darkness, i.e., in sin, as our element. 
According to Weiss, who denies to the oxéroc, as well as to the contrasted 
ac, an ethical reference, it is = “to walk in the unenlightened state ;” but 
is not this just the very state in which the life is ruled by sin ? — Bengel, for 
more particular definition, rightly adds: actione interna et externa, quoque nos 
vertimus ; such a walking in darkness is all life whose principle is not the 
love of God.1— wevdoueba-xa? ot notodpev tHv dAnderav; for, tic Kowwria dwtt mpdc 
oxéroc; (2 Cor. vi. 14). evddueda expresses the moral objectionableness of 
such a contradiction between the deed and the word. — The negative clause 
is not a mere repetition of the same thought, but introduces along with it a 
new idea: wevddueda refers to eimwuev; ob rowipev 7. dda. refers back to év 7. ox, 
mepiratauev ; for moveiv rHv da. is not merely = dAnbebe (Eph. iv. 15), but 
_ signifies the practice of daca in word and deed ; comp. John iii. 21, where 
it is contrasted with qavAa mpdooew, and is used expressly of gpya. In the 
common interpretation, according to which it is = agere candide, sincere 
(Cyprian, Theodorus, Socinus, Grotius, etc.), rv dAnbecav does not receive its 
due force; by the article the idea is specified in its complete generality and 
objectivity: “the true,” i.e., that which corresponds to the nature and will of 
God (Briickner, Braune), although it must be admitted that the general idea 
is here used with special reference to the desirable conformity between word 
and deed ; emphasis is thereby given to the fact that in the case mentioned 
in éav, «.7.4., the alleged xowwvia with God is practically denied. In De 
Wette’s explanation: “to do that which corresponds to the nature of Chris- 
tian fellowship,” a meaning is given to the expression which is neither 
indicated in the word nor in the train of thought. 

Ver. 7. This verse does not merely repeat in its antithetical form the 
preceding thought, but contains also — as is peculiar to John’s lively fertility 
of ideas—an expansion of it. —éay d& év 7@ gurl mepiratouev is contrasted 
not only with the preceding (édv) év 7 oxoree wepexatouev, but also with éav 
elmaper, Ort Kow, éx. wer’ abrod (so also Ebrard), thus: “if we do not merely say 
that we have fellowship with God, and yet at the same time walk in dark- 


— 6tt Kolvwviav 


i.e., when the particular event is to be repre- 
sented simply as objectively possible, and the 
speaker does not want to express his subjective 
view of it (whether he considers it probable, 
desirable, etc.). A Tertium non datur (Ebrard) 
is not contained in it. 

2 That in repurarecy there is a reference to 
the outward manner of life, is self-evident, but 
that it only signifies this, as visible by the eyes 


of men, to the exclusion of the inner activity 
of life, is an unfounded assertion of Ebrard. 
The commentators rightly point out that this 
mepimarcty év oxdter is different from ‘the 
failing and falling, through over-haste and 
weakness, in temptation and in conflict” 
(Gerlach); ‘*it does not mean: still to have 
darkness in us” (Spener). 
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ness, but if we really walk év 14 guri.”” — év 76 dort mepinareiv is not “to strive 
after likeness to God” (Liicke), but so to walk that the light (by which, 
however, we are not, with Weiss, to understand only knowledge) is the 
element in which our light moves; this, however, is a life which does not 
consist in striving after likeness to God, but which has this already as its 
own, or which is an éyew kowwviay wer’ abrod with Him who is light. This 
unity between walking in the light, and fellowship with God, is even more 
clearly brought out by the following words: é¢ airéc éorw tv 7H dori]. de, 
because it is the same element in which the true Christian walks, and in 
which God “lives and works” (Diisterdieck, Brickner), inasmuch as the 
Christian has become éeiac xowwvde dicewe (2 Pet. i. 4). —abrdc refers back to 
avrod, ver. 6, and is put for Osc. The idea “that God is in the light,” is the 
same as this, “that God is light,” that which is the nature of God is also 
the element of His life; the expression used here is occasioned by the 
preceding év 76 dwt? mepinaretv. Ebrard incorrectly explains: “God has 
chosen for His habitation the spheres of the sinless, holy, and pure life 
of the angels and those made perfect; ” there is not the slightest hint at 
such a conception in the context. As Weiss denies to the expression oé¢ 
an ethical reference, and explains év 76 gurl mepimareiv = “to walk in a 
state of right knowledge,” the clause 6¢ abréc éorw év 7O duri necessarily 
causes him a difficulty which he can only solve by the supposition “that an 
idea similar to that in 1 Tim. vi. 16 was before the apostle’s mind, and 
that he institutes a parallel between the walk of the Christian in the 
light of true knowledge, and the dwelling of God in the brightness of His 
glory,” in which it is plainly ignored that the second év 76 ¢wri must neces- 
sarily have the same meaning as the first év 7 dwri. —éore is contrasted with 
nepiratouev; the former is peculiar to God, the latter to men; the former 
(being) to Him who is eternal, the latter (walking) to him who is temporal. 
— Kowuviav Exouev usr’ dAAjAWY]. Several commentators wrongly deviate from 
the statement of the apostle, by interpreting as if “ wer’ airod”? were used in- 
stead of yer’ dAA#Awr, as indeed the reading of some is (see the critical notes) ; 
or by understanding, quite unsuitably, dAajAwv of God and men; so Calvin: 
quod dicit, societatem esse nobis mutuam, non simpliciter ad homines refertur, sed 
Deum in una parte, nos autem in altera; the same interpretation in Augustin, 
Beza, Socinus, Hornejus, Lange, Spener, Russmeyer, Ewald, etc. De Wette, 
it is true, interprets dAA#4wv correctly, but supplies “ werd rod Ocod,” thus: “ we 
have fellowship one with another, namely, with God.” Against this explana- 
tion are: first, that then John would not have mentioned the very leading 
thought; and, secondly, that a tautological idea results from it (Liicke), for 
a mepirarely tv TO gwri is Only possible through the Kowwvia werd Tod Ocod, nay, 
even is the necessary proof of it. The subject here is much rather the 
fellowship of Christians with one another (Bede, Lyranus, Grotius, Wolf, 
Bengel, Semler, Liicke, Baumgarten-Crusius, Neander, Sander, Diisterdieck, 
Ebrard, Braune, Briickner, etc.), and indeed quite generally; not, as Bengel 
considers, so that the apostle and his readers (nos et vos) would be regarded 
as the two parts bound together. The brotherly fellowship of Christians 
with one another éy dyamy presupposes therefore the walking in light, or in 
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fellowship with God, of which it is the necessary consequence. — With such 
a walk a second element is, however, united, namely, «at 7d aiua Iqcod Tod viot 
abrov Kabapive ude and maone dyaptiag. — 76 aiua "lyoov is not a metonymical 
expression for “the consideration of His death” (Socinus, Episcopius, Gro- 
tius, etc.),1 but the blood which Jesus (thus spoken of here as incarnate) 
shed as an offering at his death; or, the bloody sacrificial death of the Lord 
(Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Braune).?— roi viod abrod is “not merely added as a 
name of honor,” but also not “to indicate the close connection between the 
cause of God and Christ,” as Baumgarten-Crusius says, but in order to bring 
out the identity of the crucified One with the Son of God (so also the inear- 
nation of the Son of God); compare chap. v. 6; at the same time, however, 
there lies in it an indication how the blood of Jesus can have the effect 
which the apostle attributes to it (so also Ebrard). —xadapiver nude amd xéone 
Guaptiac May mean either the cleansing from guilt, i-e., the forgiveness of 
sins (Bede, Socinus, a Lapide, Calov, Lange, Baumgarten-Crusius, Erdmann, 
Weiss, etc.), or cleansing from sin itself, its eradication (Liicke, Frommann, 
Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Myrberg, Braune, Ewald, etc.), or, finally, both to- 
gether (Spener, Hornejus, Bengel, De Wette, Briickner). According to 
ver. 9, where ddiévar td¢ duaptiac and KaOapiteww and méone dduxiac are placed 
together, and thus distinguished from one another, the second view must be 
regarded as the correct one,8 as indeed the context also demands; for, as 
the fact that even the believer has still continually sin is in opposition to the 
exhortation to mepurateiv év 76 guwti, the apostle had to point out that sin 
is ever disappearing more and more, and how, so that the walk which is 
troubled by it may still be considered as a walk in light, and that in spite of 
sin, there may exist a fellowship with God, who is light. As repurareiv év tO 
guti is given as the condition (not as the means, which the blood of Christ 
is) of xabapigecba, and as the subject here therefore is not the change, wrought 
by the blood of Christ, of man from a child of darkness into a child of 
light, but the growing transformation of him who has already become a 
child of light, the present xadapiger is not to be turned into the preterite, but 
is to be retained as the present; Spener: “He purifies us ever more and 
more until the final perfect purity.” Comp. Gospel of John xv. 2.4— and 


1 That the operation of the blood of Jesus 
on us is to be regarded as conditioned by 
faith, is evident; but there is no justification 
in this for paraphrasing rd aiua by “ faith in 
the blood.” 

* It is unjustifiable for Myrberg to say: 
“Quum hie sanguis nominatur, de toto opere 
Christi Mediatoris, immo de toto Christo Deum 
nobis et nos Deo reconciliante ac opus divinum 
in nobis operante cogitare debemus.’”’ 

% Against Erdmann’s assertion: ‘ Quum 
notio atwaros J. Christi in s. scriptis aeque ac 
mors ejus semper vim expiandi habeat atque 
idem quod tAacnuds significet (ii. 2), etiam h. |. 
expiatio ab apostolo designatur, qua sola fier1 
potest, ut peccata nobis condonentur,” it 18 to 


be observed that in Scripture the vis expiandi 
only is by no means ascribed to the blood of 
Christ; comp. 1 Pet. i. 18. In opposition to 
the assertion of Weiss, that ‘we cannot 
imagine how the blood of Christ should effect 
a deliverance from sin,” it may be stated 
that a forgiveness of sin which produces no 
deliverance from sin, is no true forgiveness; 
comp. Tit. ii. 14. Forgiveness is here to be 
associated with the thought only in so far as 
it is the necessary presupposition of that 
deliverance. 

4 In what this purifying efficacy of the 
alua Inood is founded, John does not here 
say; but from the fact that in ver. 9 the agievar 
Tas duaptras 18 put before the kadapigew, and 
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naonc duaptiac, “ from every sin;” sins are regarded as the single dark spots 
which still continually trouble the Christian’s walk in light. The «ai which 
connects the two parts of the subordinate clause is explained by Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Beza, Lange, Semler, etc. = nam. Sander recognizes the 
grammatical incorrectness of this interpretation, but is of opinion that the 
second clause is to be taken as causal as the basis and condition of the first; 
but even this is arbitrary. According to De Wette, “xai connects directly 
with the idea of fellowship the progressive and highest perfection of it;” 
but this view is founded on the incorrect assumption that the subject of the 
first clause is fellowship with God. Ebrard thinks that John in these two 
clauses together expresses the idea of xowwvia with God, while he “analyzes 
it forthwith into its two elements: the fellowship of believers with one 
another, and the fellowship and participation in the divine vital power;” 
but it is in the first place incorrect to describe the xowuavia per’ dAAfAwv aS an 
element of the xowwvria wera Tod Ooi, and in the second place the purifying 
efficacy of the blood of Jesus can much less be regarded as an element of it; 
besides, Ebrard has clearly been induced to add the word “ participation,” 
through the perception that the idea of fellowship is quite unsuitable to the 
second clause. While the xowwria pera tod Osod is manifestly pre-supposed 
before the repiratetv év TH dwti, these two clauses express rather the “double 
fruit of our walk in light, of our living fellowship with God, who is light” 
(Disterdieck) ; but when John puts xowwvia wer’ drAndwv first, he thereby 
indicates that it is the sphere within which the purifying power of the blood 
of Christ operates on each individual (Brickner, Braune). Besides, it may 
be observed that the second clause is intended to point out the progressive 
growth of Christian life, and cannot therefore suitably precede the first 
clause. 


Ver. 8. Purification from sin presupposes the existence of sin even in 
believers; the denial of this is self-deception. —édy eizwuev; as in ver. 6; 
thereby is meant not merely “the speech of the heart” (Spener), but the 
actual expression and assertion. — érz duapriav obk éyouev]. The view of 
Grotius,} that this refers to sinning before conversion, and that duapria there- 
fore means the guilt of sin, is rightly rejected by Liicke, Sander, etc. — The 
question, especially of earlier commentators, whether dyapria is here original 
sin (or sinfulness, as Weiss still thinks) or actual sin ( pecc. actuale), desire 
(concupiscentia) or deed, is solved by the fact that the idea is considered 
quite generally by the apostle (so also Braune) — only, of course, with the 


Christ in chap. ii. 2 is described as ihacmos, it 
follows, that according to John the purifying 
power is associated with the blood of Christ in 
so far as it is the blood of atonement. Ebrard 
improperly separates the two elements from 
one another, ascribing to the death of Christ 
“the power of purifying our hearts from sin, 
because in Christ’s death sin is condemned ;” 
and, on the other hand, “‘ the power of making 
atonement and obtaining forgiveness, because 
in Christ’s death the debt was paid and mercy 


procured.’””— When Frommann says, ‘‘ The 
power that purifies from sin does not exactly 
lie in the blood of Christ itself, but in the 
love of God, of which Christ in His bloody 
death is the most speaking token, and of the 
existence of which He supplies the most 
unquestionable evidence,’’ this is clearly an 
inadmissible twisting of the apostle’s words. 

1 « Wabere peccatum, non est: nunc in pec- 
cato esse, sed ob peccatum reum posse fieri.”” 
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exception of the sin spoken of in chap. v. 16. The first person plural éyouev 
is to be noticed in so far as the having sin is thereby represented as some- 
thing that is true of all Christians. The expression duapriav éyew describes 
in a quite general way the taint of sin; only of the absolutely pure, in whom 
no trace of sin exists, is it true that he dyapriav ob« éyer; the relation of this 
duapriav txew to nepunarteiv év TO oxdree (ver. 6), in which the will of man serves 
sin (or in which sin is the dominating principle of life), is therefore not that 
of contrast (say in this way, that duapriav tyew is a being tainted with sin, 
where no act of will takes place),! but is to be defined thus, that the latter 
(mepurareiv év TO ondrec) is a particular species of duapriav txev. Even though 
as Christians, who are born of God, we have no longer sin in the sense that 
mepit, év TH oxoret is true of us, nevertheless we do not yet cease to have sin; 
if we deny this, if we maintain that we have no sin at all, then what John 
says in the following words is the case with us. éavrot¢ mAavapuer; not = 
“we are mistaken,” which riaveuepa would mean;? but, as Sander explains, 
“ we mislead ourselves, take ourselves astray from salvation (or better, from 
truth) ;” by that assertion, which is a lie (not an unconscious mistake), the 
Christian (for the apostle is not here speaking of non-Christians) deceives 
himself about the truth, for which he leaves no room in himself. Braune 
rightly observes that éavrdv mAavav emphasizes the self-activity, which the 
middle with its passive form leaves in the background. — xa? 7 dAjbera év juiv 
ove éorw is not a mere repetition of éavrode rAavauev, but adds to this another 
new element. —% dAjdea, as in ver. 6, is neither = studiwm veri (Grotius), 
nor = castior cognitio (Semler), nor even = uprightness, or truthfulness 
(Liicke in his 2d ed.), or, as De Wette explains, “the veracity of self- 
knowledge and self-examination ;”* but truth in its objective character 
(Liicke in his 1st ed., Baumgarten-Crusius, Diisterdieck, Briickner, Braune). 
Baumgarten-Crusius rightly says: “dAj0ea does not need to be taken in a 
subjective sense, the subjective lies in ob« gorw év juiv.”” The expressions 
used here: éavr, rAavduev and 4 GA. obk, Eorw év juiv, are not milder (Sander) 
than the corresponding expressions in ver. 6: ypevddueda and ob rowdpev rHv 
adjoeav, but stronger (Ebrard), since in éavr. 7A. the self-injury, and in 4 
GAO, odx Ecru év juiv the negation of possession of the truth, are more sharply 
marked. 

Ver. 9. Nota mere antithesis of the previous verse, but an expansion of 
the thought; “ there follows as conclusion not merely this, that we are then 
true, but the incomparably greater and surprisingly glorious thought that 
God then proves Himself actually towards us as the True, as the mordec xa? 


1 Even Ebrard does not correctly state the = mislead one’s self,’” this is not at all to the 
relation of the two expressions to one another, point, since it is not said that mAavac@ar has 
when he says that ‘in éxeww auapriav man is always the meaning “to be mistaken,” but 
not in amapria, but amapria is in man,” for that the German “sich irren” [Engl. ‘to be 
plainly he also who is in duapria has this in mistaken’’]‘is expressed in Greek not by 


himself. mravav éavtov, but by mAavacOa. 
2 When Ebrard, in opposition to this, re- § Ewald’s explanation is also unsatisfactory: 
marks that it cannot be asserted “that the “Truth about this relation of things, and 


middle wAavao0ar means ‘to be mistaken,’ therefore easily about every other also.” 
and mAavay éavrév, on the other hand, ‘to : 
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dikavoc” (Ebrard). — édv duoroyapev tac duapriac qucdv]. suodoyety does not mean 
to recognize (Socinus: confiteri significat interiorem ae profundam suorum 
peccatorum agnitionem),1 but to confess ; of course it is manifest that the 
confession is not here spoken of as a purely outward act; still, at the same 
time, it is not sufficient to regard it merely as “an inward fact, which is 
founded on the whole internal tendency of the mind” (Neander); it 
is rather the real (even if not always vocal) expression of sins recognized 
within and confessed to one’s self ; here also it is the word in which the inner 
life has to operate.2— What are to be confessed are ai duapriat fudv, i.e., the 
sins of Christians, which are the particular manifestations of dyapricay éyew 
(so also Braune); therefore the plural.?— Ebrard rightly calls attention to 
the fact that John here mentions, as the subject of the confession, not the 
abstract duapriay éyev, but ra¢ duapriac, i.e., the definite, concrete, single sins 
committed; “the mere confession in the abstract that we have sin would 
not have truth without the acknowledgment of the concrete particular sins, 
but would shrivel up into a mere phrase.” — muoré¢ éore kat dixatoc]. It is true 
God is both in Himself, He does not become so only when we confess our 
sins; but this confession is the condition on which He actually proves 
Himself to us as rioroc kal dixatoc.4 These two epithets are indeed not of the 
same signification, but still, as their combination proves, of cognate meaning. 
God is called mo76c, inasmuch as He, as the promise-maker, also fulfils what 
He has promised, Heb. x. 23: mordc¢ 6 émayyevAduevoc; Heb. xi. 11; especially 
as He accomplishes in believers the promise of blessing, which lies for them 
in the fact of their call, by conducting them through manifestation of His 
grace to the goal of their calling (according to Ewald, “inasmuch as He 
keeps His promise already repeatedly given in the O. T.”), 1 Cor. i. 9: mord¢ 
6 0c, Ov ob EKAHONTE ei¢ KoLvwviay Tod viod avTod; X. 13; 2 Cor. i. 18-21; 1 Thess. 
v.24: mord¢ 6 kadav bude, d¢ nal morfoer; 2 Thess. ili. 3. mordc has this meaning 
here also, as results from the following wa, «.7.4. Ebrard incorrectly calls 
the reference of the faithfulness of God here to His promises and prophecies 
an introduction of foreign ideas, and says “the subject here is faithfulness 
to the nature of truth and light, akin to His own nature, and which prevails 
in us, inasmuch as we confess our sins.” — God is described as déxasoc in the 
N. T., inasmuch as He, for the, realization of His kingdom of grace, gives 


fit Deo admittunt; Catholici etiam specialem 
requirunt. Respondeo: Johannem utramque 
exigere, generalem pro peccatis levibus, 


1 Similarly Baumgarten-Crusius says: 
‘‘ouodoyety is not exactly to confess, but to 
recognize, perceive, become conscious of, as 


opposed to the eimety wy exer dumaptiay;’’ but 
it is just to eimety that ouodoyety is exactly 
opposed only when it is taken in its natural 
signification. 

2 It is quite clear that confession to God is 
meant; when, however, Braune adds: “and 
indeed a confession so fervent and deep that it 
becomes public and regulated by the church,” 
he introduces an element which nothing here 
suggests. In genuine Catholic fashion a 
Lapide says: ‘* Quam’ confessionem exigit 
Johannes? Haeretici solam generalem quae 


specialem pro gravibus. 

8 Even here Socinus, Grotius (Si fatemur 
nos in gravibus peccatis vixisse ante notitiam 
evangelii), and others understand amapriat of 
sins before conversion. 

4 Semler’s interpretation is not satisfactory: 
* Logice intelligendum est; nec enim in Deo 
jam demum oritur nova ratio tanti praedicati, 
sed in his christianis succrescit nova cognitio 
tante rei.”” The subject is not our perception, 
but the actual manifestation of God. 


. 
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to every one — without poownvAnpia — what is due to him, according to the 
righteous judgment of God, in proportion to the position which he occupies 
toward God (or toward the kingdom of God), God being in this regarded as 
the Judge. The idea of the righteousness of God and that of His judicial 
activity are very closely connected; God is 6 dixawog xperhc, 2 Tim. iv. 8; He 
judges év dixawoovvy, Acts xvii. 31 (Rey. xix. 11), or ducaiwe, 1 Pet. ii. 23; His 
xpiow is a xpiow duxaia, 2 Thess. i. 5. The relation of the dicawosbvy of God to 
His judicial activity is found throughout in the N. T., even where the 
former is the subject without the latter being expressly mentioned with it. 
As the manifestation of the dicaia xpiouw of God consists in the righteous 
distribution of punishment and of blessing, it follows that ducaosbvy is 
referred to not only where both of these are mentioned together (as in 
2 Thess. i. 5 seq.), but also where only one of the two is spoken of. God 
punishes as the dixasoc, but He blesses also as the dixatoc, no doubt in view of 
the realization of His kingdom, which depends upon the good obtaining the 
complete victory over the evil. Towards him who walks éy 1 oxére, God 
shows Himself dicaio¢ in that He xaraxpivee him; towards him who walks év 
7® dwti, by ever more and more removing from him every thing that hinders 
his perfect cowwvia pera tod Ocod (namely, both his consciousness of guilt, and 
the dducia which still clings to him), and by finally permitting him to inherit 
the perfect happiness which is prepared for those who love God (comp. 
2 Tim. iv. 8). Here God is called dixac, inasmuch as His purpose is 
directed to allotting to those who, walking in light, confess their sins, that 
which is suitable for them, namely, the blessing mentioned in the following 
iva, «.7.4. The meaning of dixatoc is rightly stated by Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Diisterdieck, Briickner, and Braune;! on the other hand, it is incorrect to 
refer dixawc here to the punitive activity (Drusius: justus, quia vere punivit 
peccata nostra in filio suo), but also to explain it = bonis, lenis, aequus 
(Grotius, Lange, Carpzov, etc.), for dixawe never has this meaning in the 
N. T.; it is here of cognate meaning with mordc,? because the allotment of 
blessing bestowed in accordance with the d:casooivy of God has been promised 
by Him, and is accomplished according to His promise; yet it must not 
therefore be regarded as synonymous with it (Hornejus: = in promissis 
servandis integer). Following Rom. iii. 26, some commentators have here 
interpreted it = diay; but this isso much the more unjustifiable, as that 
very passage by the juxtaposition of the two ideas proves their different 
meaning.’ According to the Roman-Catholic view, morég refers to the 


1 Ewald’s, explanation is unsatisfactory: ovvn, on account of the contrast with aduxéa, 
according to which God is here called just, generally by ‘‘justice;” but the former refer- 
because He “knows well and considers that ence appears both in ph ddcxos 6 Oeds o emebepwy 
- He alone is the Creator, whilst we are His — riy dpyrjv, and also in ver. 6 mas Kpuver 6 @eos 
creation exposed to error and sin, and acts TOV Koo MOV. 
according to this just consideration.” 3 Not less inexact is it for Ebrard to say: 

2 In the passage Rom. iii. 8-5, riots and “God manifests Himself towards us as the 
Suxatoovvy are also used as cognate ideas, but dixacos, inasmuch as He is not only just, but 
even here in such a way that Sucacocvvy has also makes just,” since dueacody does not mean 
not lost its reference to the judicial activity of “to make just.” His assertion is also inap- 
God; Meyer on this passage explains dc«cavo- propriate, that here and in Rom. i. 17 to ii. 26, 
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peccata morialia, dixawoc to the peccata venialia.1 — tva adj huiv tac duaptiac]. tva, 
not = “so that” (Castellio: ita justus, ut condone), has here (as in other 
passages of the N. T.) not retained strictly its idea of purpose (hence not: 
“in order that”), but it states what is the aim of the divine faithfulness 
and justice to attain which these qualities operate on men; Luther therefore 
translates correctly: “that.” De Wette’s explanation, with which Braune 
agrees, “in the divine faithfulness lies the law or the will of forgiving sins,” 
is unsatisfactory, inasmuch as ddquévas, «.7.2., is not merely the will, but the 

operation of the divine faithfulness and justice. — rac duapriacg refers back to 
6uorcyapuev Tac duaptiac, thus: “the sins confessed by us.” The remission, i.e., 
the forgiveness, of sins is therefore, by virtue of the faithfulness of God, the 
first result of the confession; the second, John describes by the words: xa? 
Kabapion® hud amd maonc adduciac. Here the first thought is not repeated 
epexegetically (Semler), or only in figurative manner (Lange); but the 
words express the same thing as the corresponding words. of the 7th verse, 
with which the 8th and 9th verses are in closest connection (Diisterdieck, 
Braune; Briickner does not explain himself definitely); xa@apigew has here 
the same meaning as there, and dduia (not = poena peccati, Socinus) is 
synonymous with duapria; they are two different names for the same thing ; 
comp. chap.’ y. 17.3. The order in which the two clauses that express the 
redemptive operations of God are connected together (Myrberg: ordo 
verborum ponit remissionem ante abrogationem), points to the fact that 
purification takes place by means of forgiveness. — The context is quite 
decisive in favor of regarding as the subject of mode tor, x.7.4., not Xpcoréc, 
but (with Liicke, De Wette, Diisterdieck, Braune, etc.) 6 Osc; for even 
though in ver. 7 the xa@apifev is described as the operation of the aia Ijcon 
Xptorow, and in chap. ii. 2, ’I. Xp. is the subject, yet in this section 6 Oedc is 
the principal subject; ver. 5, 6 O&d¢;. ver. 6, aitéc; even in ver. 7, rod viod 


“the justice of God appears as the source in 
Him from which His saving, sin-forgiving, and 
sin-overcoming action flows.” This source is 
rather God’s ayanrn manifesting itself as xapis 
towards the guilt of men; there is a reference 
to that in chap. iii. 24 of the passage in 
Romans, but here the source of the salvation 
is not mentioned. — The interpretation of 
Calov: “ Justa est haec peccatorum remissio 
et ex justitia debita, sed Christo non nobis,” 
and that of Sander: ‘‘ The Lord is just, inas- 
much as He remits the sin of the sinner who 
appeals to the ransom paid in the blood of 
Christ, because it would be unjust to demand 
the payment twice,” introduce references into 
this passage which are foreign to it. 

1 Suarez: “Fidelis est Deus, cum condonat 
poenitentibus peccata mortalia; justus, cum 
justis condonat venialia, quia, sc. justi per 
opera (!) poenitentiae, charitatis, etc., me- 
rentur de condigno hance condonationem.” 

2 The Rec. xafapice. corresponds to the 
passage Luke xxii. 30, where, according to 


the best attested Rec., iva is followed both 
by the subjunctive first, and then by the in- 
dicative; but not to the passage John vi. 40, 
cited by Ebrard, where the indicative is not 
regarded as dependent on iva. On iva with 
the indicative, comp. A. Buttmann’s Gramm., 
p. 202 [Z#. 7., 234]. Winer, p. 271 ff. [Z. 7., 
289 f.]. 

3 While Weiss also interprets both ex- 
pressions of the forgiveness of sins, he tries 
to repel the reproach of tautology, by saying: 
“Tf sin committed is regarded as a stain, it is 
quite correct that God forgives us the sin, and 
thus purifies us from all unrighteousness, since 
by the very fact that God forgives it, sin has 
ceased to exist before Him, and at the same 
time also to stain us;” true though this may 
be, however, it cannot serve to refute that 
objection, for as kadapigew in this sense is not 
the result of apievar, but the former consists 
in the latter, both clauses express only one 
and the same thought. 
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aitod; the blood of Christ, therefore, is regarded as the means by which 
God produces purification from sins. To hold, with Sander, that God and 
Christ together form the subject,! is quite as inappropriate here as in ver. 5 
to understand by airod both together. Though, with John, God and Jesus 
Christ approach very close to a unity, yet they are always distinguished by 
him, and never represented as one subject. 

Ver. 10. Not a repetition, but “a strengthening of ver. 8” (Baumgarten- 
Crusius). As ver. 8 is connected with the end of ver. 7, so is this verse 
with ver. 9.— éay eétwpev as in ver. 8.—6ére ody quupraxayev is substantially 
synonymous with ér: éuapr. ob« éyouev, only distinguished from it in this way 
that the former describes an activity, the latter a state (so also Braune) ; 
the expression used here is called forth by the plural rdc duapriag and the 
idea 4 dducia (ver. 9), by which the sinful character is more definitely 
specified as an activity than by duapria in ver. 7. The perfect does not 
prove that juaprixayev is meant of sins before conversion (Socinus, Russmeyer, 
Paulus, etc.); the subject here, as in all the verses before, is the sinning of 
Christians; for to deny former sin could not occur to a Christian.? The 
perfect is explained both by John’s usus loquendi, according to which an 
action lasting up to the present is often represented in this tense, and also 
by the fact that the confession every time refers to sins previously committed. 
— pevornv rowdpev abrov corresponds to éavrode tAavauev; it brings out that the 
Christian by the denial of his sin accuses God (airév, i.e., rdv Ocdv) of lying. 
In zoveiv there lies, as Diisterdieck remarks, a certain reproachful bitterness ; 
comp. John y. 18, viii. 53, x. 33, xix. 7,12. This thought presupposes the 
declaration of God that even the Christian sins, which ver. 9, mioré¢ éorz, 
«.7.A., also suggests; for if God has promised Christians forgiveness of their 
sins on condition of their confessing them, the above declaration is thereby 
made on God’s side. — xa? 6 Adyo¢ abrod (i-€., rod Oeod) ob Ect év huiv]. 6 Adyoc, 
corresponding to the thought 4 dajdea in ver. 8, refers directly to the 
preceding pebornr, x.7.4, Liicke explains it correctly: “the revelation of 
God, especially the gospel of Jesus Christ” (so also Briickner, Diisterdieck, 
Braune); to understand by it (with Oecumenius, Grotius, De Wette, etc.) 
especially the O. T., is forbidden by the train of thought, for the subject 
here is not the sinfulness of man in general, but the duapravew of Christians:8 


1 In favor of conjoining Christ as the 
subject, Sander adduces the fact that just in 
the following chapter Christ is called 8ikatos; 
but in this he overlooks altogether the differ- 
ent meanings which the word has in the two 
passages; for in the verse before us Sikatos is 
used of a relation to men, but in chap. ii. 1 of 
the relation of Christ to the divine will; and 
when Sander further says that in Heb. ix: 14 
it is precisely stated of Christ that He purges 
the consciences, this is incorrect, since rd atwa 
Tov Xpvorov is the subject there just as here in 
ver.7; and there even more expressly than 
here God is specified as the author of the 
purification, for the aiwa 7, Xp. purges because 


it is offered as a sacrifice 7G Oecd. Moreover, it 
is not meant by this that forgiveness and 
cleansing could not be ascribed to Christ quite 
as much as to God, only it does not follow 
from this that 0 Xpro7ds is the subject here. 

2 Therefore it is also not correct to refer 
Hmaptix. to present and past, as Hornejus 
explains: ‘‘Si dixerimus nos non tantum pec- 
catum nunc non habere, sed nec peceatores 
unquam fuisse.” 

8 This has been more or less overlooked by 
the commentators (even by Diisterdieck and 
Ebrard), although it is also important for the 
understanding of chap. ii. 1, 2. But John may 
with justice assume that the word of God 
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Ebrard interprets 6 Adyo¢c r. ©. as the “self-proclamation of the nature of 
God, which has taken place both in the verbal revelations of the O. and 
N. T. and in the revelations of deeds,” so that even the Adyoc of Gospel of 
John i. 1 is to be regarded as included; but from the fact that the elements 
mentioned here are very closely connected, it does not follow that that idea 
has here, or anywhere else, this extensive signification. The words ob« éorw 
év quiv are erroneously explained by Baumgarten-Crusius: “we have given it 
up, or, also, we are not qualified or fit for it;” it means rather: “it is not 
vividly imprinted in our hearts” (Spener); it has remained external to us, 
inwardly unknown. 


denies the absolute sinlessness of Christians, mapakAynots is an essential element for be- 
since—apart from the fact that even the  lievers, which presupposes their having and 
O. T. does not depict the Sixavor as perfectly doing sin. 

holy —in every evangelical announcement the 


492 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF JOHN. 


CHAPTER II. 


Ver. 2. Lachm., according to A, B, Vulg., has put éo7e before ‘Aaoyéc. 
Instead of povov, B has “over, which, no doubt, is only to be regarded as a 
mistake. — Ver. 3. The original reading of 8 is @vAdSwuev, instead of Typayev; 
but it was afterwards corrected. — Ver. 4. A, B, &, al., Clem., Thph., ete. 
(Lachm., min., Tisch. 7), read 67 after Aéywv; it,is wanting in C, G, K, al. 
(Tisch. 2); Lachm., maj., has 67: in brackets. It is possible that 67: was, in 
later times, omitted as an interruption. &, has, with 7 dA7ea, the addition: Tod 
cod. — Ver. 6. obtwe before mepimateiv (Rec. following C, K, &, al. pl., Copt., 
ete., Thph., ete., Tisch.) is uncertain; A, B, al., Vulg. (Lachm.), omit it; per- 
haps it was inserted to emphasize more strongly kafoc, ete. — Ver. 7. ayarnroi, 
accepted by Griesb., on overwhelming authority, instead of the Rec., ddeAdoi 
(G, K, ete.).—The addition dz’ dpyfe, after #xobcate (Rec., after G, K, etc.), 
already regarded as doubtful by Griesb., is with justice deleted by Lachm. and 
Tisch. (after A, B, C, 8, al.); it was added from the preceding; Reiche, it is 
true, thinks otherwise. — Ver. 8. év tuiv]. Rec. The reading é& juiv, recom- 
mended by Griesb., has in A too feeble evidence. — Ver. 10. Instead of éy aira 
oik éotwv (Rec., after B, G, K, al., Tisch.), A, C, 8, al., have ov« gor év aita 
(Lachm.).— Ver. 138. Instead of the Rec. ypagw tuiv madia (K, al.), we must 
read, in accordance with A, B, C, G, 8, many min., vss., and Fathers: éypawa 
buiv radia (Lachm., Tisch. ; also recommended by Griesb.); see, further, on this 
passage. Instead of rév rovypdv, § erroneously reads TO movypdv,—Ver. 14. 
Instead of 7d» dm’ dpyic, B reads 76 dz’ dpyfe, plainly following chap. i. 1; this, 
however, is not accepted by Buttm.; in B the addition rod Ocod is wanting after 
6 Adyor. — Ver. 15. Instead of tod rarpoc (Rec., after B, G, K, 8, al., Vulg., Syr., 
utr., ete., Oec., Thph., etc.), A, C, al., read Geod; which reading is the correct 
one, cannot be decided, as an intentional change of the one to the other cannot 
be proved. Ebrard considers Qeod as original, but without adequate grounds. 
Lachm. and Tisch. have retained the Rec. — Ver. 17. Although Griesb. approves 
of the omission of airod after émiduuia (following A), it must nevertheless be con- 
sidered genuine. The difficulty of it easily explains why it would be left out. 
In some of the Latin Fathers there is found at the close of the verse the addi- 
tion: quo modo et Deus manet in aeternum, which Bengel, without ‘reason, is : 
disposed to regard as genuine. — Ver. 18. The article before aytiyptotoc is at 
least doubtful; Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted it: it is wanting in B, C, x*.— 
Ver. 19. Instead of é&jA#ov the more unusual form és7AGav is probably, with 
Lachm. and Tisch. (after A, B, C), to be regarded as genuine. &, however, 
has é7Ad0v, —The generally prevailing reading: dA” ot« hoav juov, has been 
changed by Buttm. into GAA’ obk 8 qucy joav, according to his own statement, 
following B; Tisch. has not noticed this reading. In the following clause 
Tisch, reads: e yap && jjuav hoav, after B, C, al. ; Lachm., on the other hand, — 
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has retained the Rec.: & ydp joav ¢ judy, after A, G, K, 8, al. pl., Vulg., ete. 
It is remarkable that even Buttm. —against the evidence of B—has the Rec. 
It cannot be decided which reading is the correct one. — Ver. 20. Buttm. omits 
kat before oidate, according to B; the rérrec, instead of mavra presented (accord- 
ing te the statement of Tisch. maj.) by B, has not, however, been accepted by 
Buttm. — Ver. 28. The words 6 ouotoyov.. . éxet are wanting (after G, K, etc., 
Oec.) in the Rec. Calvin, Milius, Wolf, etc., do not consider them genuine; but 
they are sufficiently attested by A, B, C, &, etc., etc., and with justice admitted 
into the text by Griesb., Scholz, Lachm., and Tisch. — Ver. 24. The Rec. odv 
after tuetc is with justice deleted by Lachm. and Tisch., following A, B, C, x, 
al., Vulg., ete. — év 7@ marpi]. Rec. after A, C, G, K, al., Syr., utr., Sahid., al., 
Thph., Oec. (Tisch.). Lachm. has omitted év (after B, Vulg., etc.). The omis- 
sion of the preposition is perhaps explained by the fact that it appeared super- 
fluous. § reads év to tarp Kai év TO vid. — Instead of jxodcaTe, 8 has both times 
the unusual reading dxyxdave. — Ver. 25. Instead of juiv, Lachm. in his small 
edition, following B, has accepted tuiv (Buttm.); in the larger edition, however, 
quiv is rightly found, which is defended by almost all the authorities. — Ver. 27. 
On. the form éAa8are, received by Tisch. 7, following B*, comp. Ph. Buttmann’s 
Compl. Gram., § 96, note 9, and Winer, p. 68, VII., p. 71.— Instead of év tyiv 
uével is to be read, with Lachm. and Tisch., which Griesb. previously recom- 
mended: péver év tyiv (after A, B, C, 8, several vss., etc.). Buttm., following 
B_ has accepted, instead of dA’ oc, the reading 4d, which probably arose 
through a correction. Instead of the Rec. 1d airs xpioua (A, B, G, K, ete., 
Thph., Oec., Hier.), retained by Lachm., with the approval of Bengel, Liicke. 
Brickner, 7¢é avtovd xpioua has been accepted by Tisch., following C, 4, 5, 7, al., 
which is approved of by Reiche and Braune ; & has also airov, but instead of 
xoioua, ‘‘rvedua;’? see the comm.—lInstead of diddoxee bud¢, Lachm. in his 
_ large edition reads 6:6. 7ua¢ 3; probably a misprint, as it is not noticed either by 

him or Tisch. as a special reading. —weveite]. Rec. after G, K, al. (Tisch.); 
Lachm. has received instead of it the reading pévete, recommended by Griesb., 
following A, B, C, 8, al. The overwhelming evidence of the authorities is in 
favor of this reading, which probably was changed at a later date in accordance 
with ver. 24; Reiche, however, has decided in favor of the Rec.; Diisterdieck, 
Ewald, Braune, and now Briickner also, justly prefer pévere. — Ver. 28. The 
words at the beginning: «al viv . . , év abto, are wanting in 8. — Instead of 
iva 61a (Rec. after G, K, al., Thph., Oec., Tisch.) we must read, with Lachm., 
following A, B, C, 8, al., Copt., Sahid.: ia éav, Instead of éxwuev (Rec. after 
A, G, K, ete., Oec.), Lachm. and Tisch., following B, C, al., Thph., read 
oxauev, S* has oyauev; 8, has éyouev. The words an’ avrov are read by & not 
before but after mapovoia avtov, — Ver. 29. The Rec. 6rt ma¢ (Lachm., Tisch. 2) 
is found in B, G, K, several min., vss., and Fathers; A, C, 8, al., Vulg., read 
om Kai mag (Tisch. 7); if xat, on which Tisch. (ed. maj.) observes, cujus addendi 
nulla causa erat; ex Johannis vero usu est, be genuine, it serves ‘‘to bring out 
the agreement of the conclusion with the premise” (Ebrard). 


Vv. 1 and 2 are most closely connected with what immediately precedes, 
and further determine and conclude it. 

Ver. 1. The apostle had considered, in chap. 1. 7, the blood of Christ, in 
i. 9 the faithfulness and justice of God — and both in reference to the 
forgiveness and purification of believers; now he comfortingly points to 
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Christ as the Paraclete, whereby the previous thought now obtains its 
necessary complement. First, however, he mentions the object of his 
previous statement. —Texvia ov]. Similarly chap. iii. 18; without jon, 
ii. 12, 28, iii. 7. John chooses this form of address: tum propter aetatem 
suam, tum propter paternam curam et affectum (Hornejus). In regard to the 
verbal form, Lorinus rightly says: diminutiva nomina teneri ac blandientis sunt 
amoris signa. The Apostle Paul, in Gal. iv. 19, uses the same form of 
address, with special reference to the spiritual fatherhood in which he stood 
toward his readers. — raira ypidw tiv]. radra is referred by Bengel to what 
follows, by Grotius to what follows and what precedes, by most commentators 
(Liicke, Baumgarten-Crusius, De Wette, Sander, Diisterdieck, Braune), 
correctly, to the latter only; it refers, however, not merely to the truth 
expressed in ver. 6, nor merely to the “exhortation to self-knowledge and 
penitence” (De Wette) which is contained in the preceding, nor merely to 
the statement about forgiveness and cleansing; but to the “whole in its 
vivid harmony ” (Diisterdieck, so also Braune) !— iva uy dudprnte. Statement 
of the object for which the apostle wrote what precedes; the direction which 
Calvin gives it: ne quis putet eum peccandi licentiam dare, quum de misericordia 
Dei concionatur, which is also found in Augustin, Bede, Calov, Bengel, 
Hornejus, Diisterdieck, Ewald, etc., is incorrect, since the sternness of the 
apostle against sin has already been sharply and definitely expressed, and 
the context, in which the subject previously was the forgiveness of sin, 
would not permit such a supposition to arise at all.?— Kal éav tic dudpry. 
xai is neither = “however” (Baumgarten-Crusius), nor = sed (Vulg.); it 
connects as simple copula a new thought with the preceding one. By éa 
the possibility of sinning is admitted ; Calvin incorrectly explains it: 
conditionalis particula “si quis” debet in causalem resolvi; nam fieri non potest 
quin peccemus. Whether it is possible for the Christian not to sin, John 
does not say. Under the influence of the new spirit of life which is 
communicated to the believer, he cannot sin; but, at the same time, in his 
internal and external mechanism there lies for him the possibility of sinning 
—and it is this which the apostle has in view. Socinus perverts the idea of 
the apostle when he interprets: si quis peccat, i.e., post Christum agnitum et 
professionem nominis ipsius adhue in peccatis manet, necdum resipuit, etc. ; for, 


1 Kbrard refers raira to the two sentences 
i. 6,7, and 8-10, in which these thoughts, in- 
volving an apparent contradiction, are con. 
tained, — (1) ‘“*That we must by no means 
walk in darkness,’ and (2) ‘that we must 
confess that we have, and that we commit 
sin,’ and thinks that this apparent contra- 
diction is solved by ii. 1, in this way, that in 
contrast to those thfo retéval statements these 
two practical conclusions from them are here 
given, namely, (1) ‘*that we are not to sin;” 
(2) “that when we have sinned we are to 
reflect that in Christ we have an Advocate.” 
But against this it is to be observed, (1) that 
by such a changing of theoretical statements 


into practical precepts the problem mentioned 
above is really not solved; (2) that the ideas 
expressed in i. 6, 7, and in i. 8-10, do not stand 
to one another in the relation of co-ordination, 
but the idea of i. 8-10 is subordinated to that © 
of i. 6,7; (3) that it is herewith presupposed 
that the apostle should have written* cat iva 
eidiTe, OTL, edv Tis auapty, TapaKAnTov Exomer, 
which, however, is incorrect, as the advocate- 
office of Christ is not mentioned in the pre- 
ceding. 

2 Socinus incorrectly renders amapravew = 
manere in peccatis; Léffler even more so 
= ‘to remain unbaptized.” 
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on the one hand, the true Christian may indeed sin, but cannot remain in 
his sins; and, on the other hand, Christ is not the rapéx4nroc for him who 
remains in his sins. Besser correctly: “If any man sin — not with wilful 
doing of sin, but in spite of the will in his mind, which says no to sin.” — 
mapaKAnrov Exouev mpoc tov matépa. From the first pers. plur. it follows that the 
preceding 7c is used quite generally ; the apostle is speaking communicatively, 
and does not wish himself to be considered excluded. It is unnecessary for 
the connection of this sentence to supply “let him know that,” or “let him 
comfort himself with the thought that,” or any similar expression; for it is 
precisely through the duaprivev of believers, that Christ is induced to be 
their Paraclete. The verb éyev indicates that Christ belongs to believers.? 
— The word rapdxdAyroc has both a general and a special forensic meaning ; 
in the former, in which it is = “assister,” or “helper,” it is used in Gospel 
of John xiv. 16, 26, xy. 26, xvi. 7, where the Holy Ghost is so called because 
by His witness He leads the disciples into all truth; see Meyer on John 
xiv. 16;% here, on the other hand, it is used in its forensic meaning 
= “advocatus, patronus causae,” or eyen more special = “ intercessor,” and 
is in close connection with the following (Aaocyéc, and refers back to the 
dpévar and xabapitew of chap. i. 9; so that in Christ the typical action of 
the high priest interceding for the people has reached its complete fulfilment. 
The idea of the apostle therefore is — as almost all commentators recognize 4 
—the same as is expressed in Rom. viii. 84 (6¢ nat évrvyyaver drip udy), In 
Heb. ix. 24 (cio#abev 6 Xpuotdc . . . ele . . . Tov obpavor, viv Eupaviobivar TH 
mpooorw Tob Oeod inip jucv), and in Heb. vii. 25.5—.npdc rdv rarépa. mpo¢ in 
the same sense as chap. i. 2. — God is called marfp, because the mapaxAnroc is the 
Son of God, and we also (believing Christians) have become through Him 
téxva Tod Geos, chap. iii. 1, 2. —’Iqoviv Xprordy dixacov. Christ is the Paraclete, 
not as the Logos, but as the incarnate Logos, who has shed His aiua (chap. i. 7) 
for the atonement, —and-indeed inasmuch as He is dixasoc; dixatog is here 
also neither = lenis et bonus (Grotius), nor = d«aiay (see Wolf on this 


1 Augustin: “ Habemus dixit, non habetis ; 
maluit se ponere in numero peccatorum, ut 
habeat adyocatum Christum, quam ponere se 
pro Christo advocato et inveniri inter damnan- 
dos superbos.’”? — Socinus thinks that the 
apostle speaks in the first person, ‘‘non quod 
revera ipse esset unus ex illis, qui adhuc pec- 
carent, sed ut melius indicet, id quod affirmat 
pertinere ad omnes, quibus evangelium an- 
nunciatum est;”’ clearly erroneous. Grotius 
arbitrarily: ‘‘Habet ille advocatum, sed ec- 
clesia habet, quae pro Japso precatur. Preces 
autem ecclesiae Christus more adyocati Deo 
patri commendat.” 

2 Besser: ‘‘He has made Himself ours, has 
given our faith an eternally valid claim on 
Him.” 

3 In the fact that in the Gospel of John the 
Holy Ghost, but here Christ, is called mapakAy- 
tos, there is so much the less a contradiction, 


as in John xiv. 16 it is expressly put: d@AAov 
mapéaKAntov, by which Christ signifies that He 
Himself is the proper mapaxAntos, and the 
Holy Ghost His substitute. 

4 Ebrard, who here gives the same explana 
tion, explains the expression in the Gospel of 
John = *‘ Comforter,” os mapaxcadel (more cor- 
rectly mapaxadetrat, mid.), according to the 
Hebrew OMIM, LXX. Job xvi. 2; but in this 
passage it is not TrapaKkAntos, but mapakAyjTws, 
that is used; Hofmann’s explanation is also 
incorrect (Schriftbew., Il. 2, p. 15 ff.) = 
‘‘ Teacher”? (comp. Meyer and Hengstenberg 
on John xiv. 16). 

5 This idea is not, as it might appear, in 
contradiction with John xvi. 26; for even in 
this statement a lasting intercession by Christ 
is indicated, since Christ ascribes the hearing 
of prayer in His name to Himself (xiv. 13) as 
well as to the Father. 
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passage); but neither is it = jfidelis atque verax, quatenus id praestat quod’ 
promisit, se scilicel suis adfuturum (Socinus) ; according to the usus loquendi, 
dixaoc could be understood of (judicial) justice (Bede: justug advocatus, 
injustas causas non suscipit), but then the adjective would have had to be put 
with rapaxanrov; Ebrard incorrectly explains it = dixasog kal dixacov; but this 
explanation is so much the more unwarrantable, as dicawiv is the very 
business of the rapécAnroc; by the epithet dixavoc, Christ is held up before the 
duaptdvover as one who by His nature is fitted to be the Paraclete of sinners, 
i.e, as one who perfectly satisfies the will of God; who is “just and 
stainless, and without sin” (Luther). “Only as the Holy One, in whom 
the holy ideal of manhood is seen realized, can He intercede for sinners with 
the heavenly Father ” (Neander). 


REMARK. — How Christ executes His office of Advocate with the Father, 
John does not say; a dogmatic exposition of it is not in place here, still it is 
important to mark the chief elements which are the result of the apostle’s 
statement. These are the following: 1. The Paraclete is Jesus, the glorified 
Redeemer, who is with the Father; therefore neither His divine nature alone, 
nor His human nature alone, but the Lord in His divine-human personality. 
2. The presupposition is the reconciliation of men with God by His blood. 
3. His advocacy has reference to believers, who still sin amid their walking in 
light; and, 4. It is a real activity in which He intercedes for His people (that 
God may manifest in their forgiveness and sanctification His faithfulness and 
justice) with God, as His (and their) Father, If these points are observed, on 
the one hand, there is fouind in the apostolic statement no ground for a materi- 
alistiec conception, which Calvin opposes in the following words: obiter notan- 
dum est, nimis crasse errare eos, qui patris genibus Christum advolvunt, ut pro 
nobis oret. Tollendae sunt eiusmodi cogitationes, quae coelesti Christi gloriae 
derogant ; but neither, on the other hand, is there any justification for doing 
away with the idea, as not a few commentators have been guilty of. Even Bede 
has not kept himself free from it, when he says that the advocacy consists in 
this, that Christ presents Himself as man to God, and prays for us non voce, sed 
miseratione, and therefore considers the intercessio, not as an actio realis, but 
only as an actio interpretativa. But the idea is even more done away with, 
when the intercession is viewed only as the permanent effect of the redemptive 
work accomplished by Christ in the giving up of His life to the death, which is 
no doubt the opinion of Baumgarten-Crusius when he says: ‘The apostles 
certainly did not think of a special oral intercession, but of an intercession by 
deed, in His work.’?! Liicke rightly says: ‘‘The meaning of this form of 
representation is no other than this, that Jesus Christ also in His d0éa with the 
Father continues His work of reconciliation. If Christ were not the eternal 
Paraclete for us with God, His saving and reconciling work would be limited to 
His earthly life merely, and in so far could not be regarded as eternal and com- 
plete;”’ but it is not to the point when he further puts it: ‘“‘ Without the eter- 


1 Similarly K6stlin (p. 61): ‘Christ is the | Frommann also (p. 472 ff.) finds in the state- 
eternal wapaxAntos; He does not, however, ment of the apostle only a symbolical form of 
pray the Father, but the sense of His office of expression, by which the continuation of the 
Advocate is simply this, that for His sake the atoning work of Christ in His state of exalta- 
Father also loves those who believe on Him.” tion is indicated, 
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nally active saving and reconciling spirit of Christ, without the tvedua Xprorod, 
Christ would not be a perfect, a living Christ;’’ for John is not here speaking 
of the tvedua of Christ, but of the personal Christ Himself. The explanation of 
De Wette, that the advocacy of Christ is the combination of the idea of the 
glorified and of the suffering Messiah, is also unsatisfactory, becauses it changes 
the objective reality into a subjective representation. Neander rightly says: 
‘““ When Christ is described as the Advocate, this is not to be understood as if 
only the effects of the work once accomplished by Him were transferred to 
Himself. — John considers the living Christ as personally operating in His work, 
as operating in His glorified position with His Father, with the same holy love 
with which He accomplished His work on earth as a mediation for sinful man. 
It is by Him in His divine-human personality that the connection between man, 
saved and reconciled to God by Him, and God as the Father, is always brought 
about.’’? Comp. also Meyer on Rom. viii. 34, and Braune in the fundamental 
dogmatic ideas of the passage. 


Ver. 2. nal aitic = et ipse, idemque ille ; xai is here also the simple copula, 
and is not to be resolved either into guia (a Lapide) or nam. —aitoc refers 
back to "Iyjo, Xocordv dixatov, and the epithet dixaov is not to be lost sight of 
here; Paulus, contrary to the context, refers abréc to God. — iAacuoc éor]. 
The word ‘Aacuéc, which is used besides in the N. T. only in chap. iv. 10, 
and here also indeed in combination with wep? rov du quer, may, according to 
Ezek. xliv. 27 (= NUN), mean the sin-offering (Licke, 3d ed.), but is here 
to be taken in the sense of 0°93, Lev. xxv. 9, Num. v. 8, and no doubt in 
this way, that Christ is called the iAaousc, inasmuch as He has expiated by 
His aiua the guilt of sin. This reference to the sacrificial blood of Christ, 
it is true, is not demanded by the idea /Aacuoc in itself,) but certainly is 
demanded by the context, as the apostle can only ascribe to the blood of 
Christ, in chap. i. 7, the cleansing power of which he is there speaking, 
because he knows that reconciliation is based on it. 


REMARK. —In classical Greek /Adoxeoda: (as middle) is = (Aewy rovetv; but in 
Scripture it never appears in this active signification, in which God would not 
be the object; but in all the passages where the Septuagint makes use of this 
word, whether it is as the translation of 152 (Ps, Ixv. 4, Ixxviii. 38, Ixxix. 9), 
or of DD (Ps. xxiv. 11; 2 Kings v. 18), or of 013 (Exod. xxxii. 14), God is the 
subject, and sin, or sinful man, is the object; in Heb. ii. 17, Christ is the sub- 
ject, and the object also is rac duapriac. The case is almost exactly similar with 
éévAdoxecbat, which does not appear in the N. T. at all, but in the O. T., on 
the other hand, is used as the translation of "D3 much more frequently than the 
simple form; it is only where this verb is used of the relation between men, 


1 In the Septuagint not only does iAacyds 
appear as the translation of the Hebrew 
alam 4D (Ps. exxix. 4; Dan. ix. 9), but tAdo- 
eoOat ‘is also used = to be merciful, to forgive 
(Ps. Ixy. 4, xxviii. 38, Ixxix. 9), — quite with- 
out reference to an offering. — The explanation 
of Paulus, however: ‘‘He (i.e., God) is the 


pure exercise of compassion on account of 
sinful faults,” is not justifiable, because, in 
the first place, God is not the subject, and 
secondly, the iAagudés of Christ is not the 
forgiveness itself, but is that which procures 
forgiveness. 
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namely, Gen. xxxii. 21-and Prov. xvi. 14, that the classical usus loquendi is 
preserved; but elsewhere with é&Adoxeofa, whether the subject be God (as in 
Ezek, xvi. 63) or man, especially the priest, the object is either man (Ley. iv. 20, 
v. 26, vi. 7, xvi. 6, 11, 16, 17, 24, 80, 33; Ezek. xlv. 17) or sin (Exod. xxxii. 30; 
both together, Lev. v. 18, Num. vi. 11), or even holiness defiled by sin (the 
most holy place, Lev. xvi. 16; the altar, Lev. xvi. 18, xxvii. 33, Ezek. xliii. 22); 
only in Zech. vii. 2 is found éAdoxaobar rou xiptov, where, however, the Hebrew 
text has M7 “JS-ns8 nidnd. ‘TAaauéc, therefore, in Scripture does not denote 
the reconciliation of God, either with Himself or with men, and hence not 
placatio (or, as Myrberg interprets: propitiatio) Dei, but the justification or 
reconciliation of the sinner with God, because it is never stated in the N. T. 
that God is reconciled, but rather that we are reconciled to God.} 


Grotius, S. G Lange, and others take :Aacué¢ = iAaorgp; of course that 
abstract form denotes the personal Christ, but by this change into the con- 
crete the.expression of the apostle loses its peculiar character; “the abstract 
is more comprehensive, more intensive, comp. 1 Cor. i. 80° (Briickner) ; it 
gives it to be understood “that Christ is not the propitiator through any 
thing outside Himself, but through Himself" (Liucke, 2d ed.), and that 
there is no propitiation except through Him.?— The relation of iAacude to 
the preceding mapdxAntov may be variously regarded; either tapaxAnroc is the 
higher idea, in which itacude is contained, Bede: advocatum habemus apud 
Patrem qui interpellat pro nobis et propitium eum ac placatum peccatis nostris 
reddit. or, conversely, iAacudc is the higher idea, to which the advocacy is 
subordinated, as De Wette thus says. “ ‘Aaouoc does not merely refer to the 
sacrificial death of Jesus, but, as the more general idea, includes the inter- 
cession as the progressive reconciliation © (so also Rickli, Frommann); or, 
lastly, both ideas are co-ordinate with one another, Christ being the /Aacuoc 
in regard to His blood which was shed, and the mapaxAnroc, on the other 
hand, in regard to His present activity with the Father for those who are 
reconciled to God through His blood. Against the first view is the sentence 
beginning with xa? abroe, by which /Aaouéc is marked as an idea which is not 


already contained in the idea rapé«Anroc, but is distinct from it; against the 
s 


1 Comp. Delitzsch in his Commentary on 
the Epistle to the Hebrews, on chap ti. 17, 
p. 94 ff. But it is to be noticed that Delitzsch, 
while he states correctly the Biblical mode of 
representation, bases bis opening discussion 
on the idea of the ‘self reconciliation of the 
Godhead with itself,” an idea which is not 
contained in Scripture.—It is observed by 
several commentators that tAaguds, as dis- 
tinguished from kataddayn = ** Verséhnung”’ 
(reconciliation), is to be translated by 
*€ Stihnung’”’ or “ Verstihnung’’ (both =Engl. 
expiation, atonement. It is true, Versdhnung 
and Verstihnung are properly one and the 
same word, but in the usage of the language 
the distinction has certainly been fixed that 
the latter word denotes the restoration of the 


disturbed relationship by an expiation to be 
performed; only it 18 inexact to assert that 
the idea iAacmués in itself contains the idea of 
punishment, since Adcxeo Oar does not include 
this idea either in classical or in Biblical usage, 
and éfAacxec@ar, though mostly indeed used 
in the O. T. in reference to a sacrifice by 
which sin is covered, is also used without this 
reference (comp. Ecclus. iii. 28). 

® The case is the same with the expression 
iAacués as with other abstractions by which 
Christ is described, as gw, odds, aytacpos, 
«.7.A. Who does not feel that by these words 
something much more comprehensive is ex- 
pressed than in the concrete forms : 0 Gwomowyr, 
6 Odnyarv, 6 aytagwy, K.T.A,? 
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second view it is decisive that the propitiation, which Christ is described as, 
has reference to ail sins, but his intercession, on the other hand, has refer- 
ence only to the sins of the believers who belong to Him. There remains, 
accordingly, only the third view as the only correct one (so also Braune). 
The relationship is this, that the intercession of the glorified Christ has as 
its presupposition the iAacuéc wrought out in His death,! yet the sentence 
kal abréc is not merely added, wt causa reddatur, cur Christus sit advocatus noster 
(Hornejus, and similarly Beza, Lorinus, Sander, etc.), for its independence 
is thereby taken away; the thought contained in it not merely serves for the 
explanation or confirmation of the preceding, but it is also full of meaning 
in itself, as it brings out the relation of Christ to the whole world of sinners. 
nept tov duaptiov nuav]. mepi expresses the reference quite generally: “in 
regard to;” it may here be observed that éAdoxeo#a: in the LXX. is usually 
construed with zepi, after the Hebrew oY 133. The idea of substitution is 
not suggested in mepi.— With rov duapr. yucv, comp. chap. i. 9; it is not 
merely the sins of Christians (7uév, i.e., fidelium; Bengel) before their con- 
version that are meant, but also those which are committed by them in their 
Christian life; comp. chap. i. 7. Ebrard’s opinion, that these words are 
added to iAacuoe merely as a preparation for the following additional 
thought, is inadmissible; they rather suggest themselves to the apostle — 
and without regard to what follows—inasmuch as it is only by virtue of 
them that the idea obtains complete expression. — od rept tov huetépwv dé 
Lovor, GAAG Kal mepi 6Aov Tod Kéouov]. Expansion of the thought, in reference 
to the preceding epi 7. du. quov, in order to mark the universality of the 
propitiation. It is incorrect to understand by jueic the Jews, and by xdowoc 
the Gentiles (Oecum., Cyril, Hornejus, Semler, Rickli, etc.) ; jueic are rather 
believers, and kéouoc is the whole of unbelieving mankind; so Spener, 
Paulus, De Wette, Liucke, Sander, Neander, Diisterd., Braune, etc. — 
Baumgarten-Crusius agrees with this interpretation, only he understands by 
xoouoc not mankind together (extensive), but successively (protensive) ; but 
this distinction is unsuitable. It would be preferable to say that John was 
thinking directly of the xésuoc as it existed in his time, without, however, 
limiting the idea to it. The interpretation of Augustin and of Bede, by 
which xéoyoc is = “ecclesia electorum per totum mundum dispersa,” is clearly 
quite arbitrary. The propitiatory sacrifice was offered for the whole world, 
for the whole of fallen mankind ; if all do not obtain the blessing of it, the 
cause of that does not lie in a want of efficacia in it; Diisterdieck therefore 
rightly says: “The propitiation is of judicial nature; according to this, the 
propitiation for the whole world has its real efficacia for the whole world: 
to the believing it brings life; to the unbelieving, death.” Calvin quite 
improperly asserts: sub omnibus reprobos non comprehendit, sed eos designat, 
qui simul credituri erant et qui per varias mundi plagas dispersi erant (similarly 


1 K6stlin incorrectly says (p.180): “Christ _itself:’’ for neither does wapdxA. describe the 
is mapakAntos, while he is tAacuos, i.e., high high-priesthood, of Christ, according to its 
priest, and at the same time sacrifice, a high full comprehension, nor does tAagwos mean 
priest who offers himself; and iAaouds, while ** sacrifice.” 

He is mapaxantos, i.e., a sacrifice which offers 
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Beza) ; against this the statement of Bengel is sufficient: quam late peccatum, 
tam late propitiatio.. The expressly added 6Aov places the matter beyond all 
doubt. — With regard to the genitive mepi 6A. tod nészov, Winer says (p. 536 
[E. T., 577]): “instead of this, either mepi rév dAov Tr. x., OF, instead of the 
first words, rept juév might have been written; similarly Heb. ix. 7;”” many 
commentators, on the other hand, supply rév directly, as Grotius, Semler, 
Wilke (Hermeneutik, II. p. 145), De Wette, Diisterdieck; as the Vulg. ren- 
ders : “pro totius mundi,” and Luther: “fir der ganzen Welt.” On behalf of 
this, appeal is made to passages such as John v. 36,1 Matt. v. 20; but the 
construction which appears in these passages is the well-known comparatio 
compendiaria, which does not occur here, as there is no comparison here at 
all; an oratio variata is therefore to be accepted, which was the more natural 
to the apostle, as the idea xéoyoc includes in itself that of sin.? 

Vv. 3-11. Further antithetical statement of the believers’ walk in light; 
it is described as rypsiv tac évroAdce Oeod (vv. 3-6) ;\ this then is further defined 
as a repurarteiv Kabdc éxeivoc meptenatyoe (ver. 6). and dyandy rdv ddeAdéy is empha- 
sized as being the essence of this walk (vv. 7-11). 

Ver. 3. Semler would make a new section begin here: “after the foun- 
dation of salvation has been spoken of, there follows the exhortation to 
preserving the salvation; ” incorrectly; ver. 3 is closely connected with 
chap. i. 5, 6, and states in what the Christian’s walk in light consists; there- 
fore also it begins simply with cai. — év tobtw yivdoxouev]. év tob7o refers to the 
following éév; the object is stated by 67; the same combination is found in 
the Gospel of John xiii. 35; similarly in chap. iv. 18, where, however, the 
particle 67 is used instead of éav, and chap. v. 2, where érav is used. A 
Lapide wrongly weakens the force of yiwéoxouev: non certo et demonstrative, 
sed probabiliter et conjecturaliter; it is rather the anxiety of the apostle to 
bring out that the Christian has a sure and certain consciousness of the 
nature of the Christian life. This certainty is confirmed to him by unmis- 
takable facts, in which the truth of his knowledge attests itself. — dr éyvé- 
abtév seems to refer to the last-mentioned subject in ver. 2, 
therefore to Christ; so it is explained by Oecumenius, Erasmus, Grotius, 
Calov, Spener, Bengel, Semler, Johannsen, Sander, Myrberg, Erdmann, ete. : 
but the deeper train of thought is opposed to this; John is not continuing the 
idea of ver. 2, but is going back to the fundamental thought of the whole 
section : “ He who has fellowship with God walks in the light;” the principal 
subject is God, and to it, therefore, avrév is to be referred; so Calvin, Beza, 
Liicke, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, De Wette, Briickner, Ebrard, Diister- 
dieck, Braune, etc.2— On éyvéxayev, which is not, with Lange and Carpzov, 


kapev adrov]. 


not happened for the sake of the evil which 
attaches to the xécos, for this is true of 


1 This passage is cited by Ebrard further, 
in order to prove his assertion: ‘This abbre- 


viation for mepi tay dAov Tod Kécmov needs no 
explanation ” (!). 

2 When Braune, who has accepted the ex- 
planation which is here given of the verse as a 
whole and in detail, says in reference to the 
oratio variata which occurs here: ‘it has 


Christians also (contrary to Huther),” he 
thereby shows that he has not correctly un- 
derstood the above remark. 

8 The reason brought forward by Ebrard: 
‘*it lies also in the idea of the commandments, 
that they are mentioned as commandments of 
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to be interpreted = “love,” the commentators rightly remark that it is not 
a mere external, purely theoretical knowledge that is to be understood by 
it;} it is the living knowledge that is meant, i.e., a knowledge in which the 
subject (God) is really-received into the inner life, and thought and action 
are determined by it,? so that éyvexéva is necessarily connected with the 
kowaviav Exew wer’ adrod (chap. i. 6); still it is inexact to render 67: éyvdxapev 
abrév, with Oecumenius, directly by dre ovvexpddnuev aire, or, with Clarius, by 
societatem habemus cum eo. By éyvexayev the element of consciousness in the 
fellowship, and with this its internal and spiritual side, is brought out. — 
éav rac évtoAde abrod typauev]. The expression rf, évrod, tnpeiv® describes the 
obedience resulting from the internal faithful keeping of the command- 
ments :4 it is incorrect, with Braune, so to press the idea typeiv here, in its 
distinction from zoiv, that merely “attention to the commandments” is to 
be understood by it; it rather includes in itself the actual obedience. This 
obedience is not here_regarded as the means of the knowledge of God, but as 
the proof of it; rightly Oecumenius: 6d tov épyov 7 redeia SedeikvuTas dyann; 
only he should have said “ yrdow” instead of dyann. Between both of those 
there is the same relationship as between fellowship with God and walking 
in light; for as the former is related to the knowledge of God, so is the 
latter related to the observance of the divine commandments, which is 
the concrete embodimeut of év 76 gwri mepurateiv. 

Ver. 4. Inference from ver. 3, expressing the antithetical side.— 6 Aéyur, 
«.7.2., is used in the same sense as édv elzwuev, chap. i. 6. Without reason, 
Braune considers that “in the singular there lies a progress in the develop- 


the Father and not of the Son,” is not valid; 
comp. Gospel of John xiv. 15, 21, 23, xv. 10. 
Ebrard, on the other hand, rightly points to 
ver. 6, where éxetvos (Christ) is distinguished 
from avtés. 
that John, in this section, is considering Christ 
not as having given commandments, but as 
having walked according to the command- 
ments of God. 

1 Lorinus : ‘‘ Cognoscere cum quadam volun- 
tatis propendentis approbatione.’’ — A Lapide: 
**Cognitione non tantum speculativa, sed et 
practica, quae cum amore et affectu conjuncta 
est, ac in opus derivatur.””—Spener: ‘ This is 
not a mere knowing (1 Cor. viii. 1), such as 
may exist without love, but a knowledge which 
comes into the heart and fulfils His will with 
trust.” — De Wette : “* Knowledge of the heart, 
not of the mind, wherewith activity is also 
assumed.” — Lticke: ‘“‘ The knowledge of God 
in the highest sense; not, however, in so far 
as it is identical with the love of God, but only 
in so far as it really impels men practically to 
fulfilment of the divine commands, and thus 
reveals itself in growing love to the God who 
is known as the Light.” 

2 Weiss not unjustly contends against the 
current view of yuvwoKevy in John, in so far 


From this verse it also follows - 


as the idea of knowledge is not kept pure in 
it from confusion with other ideas; but when 


‘Weiss says that in John only ‘the knowledge 


that rests on immediate contemplation is to be 
thought of,”’ and observes that ‘‘it lies in the 
nature of the case, that in this intuition and 
contemplation the object is received into the 
entire spiritual being of a man as a—nay, as 
the determining power,’’ he not only agrees 
with the explanation given above, but defines 
the idea in such a way as not to deviate so very 
far from the commentators whom he opposes 
as his polemic would lead one to suppose. 

3 It is to be noticed, that to describe the 
Christian commandments John never uses 
vouos (which by him is on/y used in reference 
to the Mosaic law), but generally évrodaé 
(only now and then Adyos @cod or Xptarov) 5 
and as verb, typetv, never movety (except in 
Rey. xxii. 14),—In the writings of Paul, 
Tnpetv evToAny appears only in 1 Tim. vi. 14, 
and besides in the N. T. in Matt. xix. 17 (chap. 
XXviii. 20: typety mavra doa éveTerAduny VuLLV). 

4 The paraphrase of Semler may be given 
here merely for its curiosity: ‘‘ Si (nos Apos- 
toli) retinemus et magnifacimus hance ejus 
doctrinam: Deum esse pariter omnium gen- 
tium,”” 
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ment of the thought.” The statement that éyvwxa is used ‘ with manifest 
regard to the Gnostics” (Ebrard), is not to be accepted; 6 Aéyow is rather to 
be taken in a quite general sense, comp. ver. 6, at the same time referring 
to the appearance of such a moral indifferentism among the churches. airév, 
as in ver. 3 = Oedv. — peborne éori = peidera, chap. i. 6; but in such a way. 
that the idea is more sharply brought out by it (Braune). — xa? év robtw, x.7.1., 
as in chap. i. 8. —From the connection between the knowledge of God, 
and the observance of His commandments, it follows that he who boasts 
of the former, but is wanting in the latter, has not the truth in him, but 
is a liar. 

Ver. 5. In this verse the apostle confirms the idea of ver. 3, in the form 
of an antithesis to ver. 4, and with the introduction of a new element. — 
bc & dv rnp adtod (i.e., Oov) Tov Adyov]. The particle 6é, which refers not to 
ver. 8 (Liicke), but to the words ka? ra¢ évrodi¢ abrod uy typdv, ver. 4, shows 
that this verse stands in the same relationship to ver. 4 as chap. i. 7 to ver. 
6; “rnp7 is with emphasis put first, and similarly airod before rdv Aéyov” 
(Braune). — airod 6 Adyoe is synonymous with ai évrodai attod, vv. 8 and 4: 
“the essence of the divine commandments ;” a Lapide: Dicit verbum ejus in 
singulari, quia praecipue respicit legem caritatis ; haec enim caeteras omnes in se 
comprehendit. — The predicate does not run, obto¢ yvaxev abriv, but dAnbic év 
rovTw 9 ayarn Tod Ocov TeTeAeiwtrat, Whereby “a new side of the thought comes 
into view” (Ebrard). — dAndéc, “in truth,” opposed to appearance and mere 
pretence; it is emphatically put first, as in John viii. 31, with reference to 
the preceding 4 dajdea (De Wette); and serves to bring out not a quality of 
the rereAciwra: (Ebrard), but the actuality of the éy roitw .. . retedeiwra (SO 
also Briickner). — év roitw 7 dyann Tob Oeod teTeAeiwrar]. 4 dyann T. Oeod is not 
here, as in chap. iv. 9, “the love of God to us” (Flacius, Calovius, Bengel, 
Spener, Russmeyer, Sander, Lange, etc.), nor, “the love commanded by 
God” (Episcopius), nor, “the relationship of mutual love between God and 
man” (Ebrard: “the mutua amicitia et conjunctio between God and the Chris- 
tian ”);1 but “love to God,” as in chap. ii. 15, iii. 17, iv. 12, v. 3 (Bede, 
Oecumenius, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Lorinus, Hornejus, Paulus, De Wette- 
Briickner, Baumgarten-Crusius, Liicke, Diisterdieck, Erdmann, Myrberg, 
Braune, etc.). This interpretation is required by the context; for “the love 
of God” appears here in place of the ‘* knowledge of God,” vv. 3 and 4. 
As in the latter, so in the former also, consists fellowship with God. Both, 
love and knowledge, are so inseparably connected, and are so essentially one 
in their principle and nature, that the one is the condition of the other.2— 
The idea rereAciwrat is not to be weakened, as in Beza: reXevodv hoc in loco non 
declarat perfecte aliquid consummare, sed mendacio et simulationi opponitur, ut 
hoc plane sit, quod dicimus: mettre en exécution; but it is to be taken in its 


1 Similarly Besser: “* The loveof Godinus’ _plicity nor a mutual relationship is expressed 
usually embraces both God’s love to us, by in the phrase # &y. Tod @cod. 
which, and our love to God, in which, we live. 2 Grotius, it is true, is not wrong when he 
This is the case in this passage also.’”’? This says: ‘*Amor praesupponit cognitionem;’” 
interpretation can be just as little grammati- but it is just as correct to say: ‘Cognitio 


cally justified as that of Ebrard; neithera du- —_ praesupponit amorem.” 
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constant meaning: “has been perfected,” as in chap. iv. 12, 17, 18.1 The 
objection, that nevertheless no Christian can boast of perfect love to God, 
does not justify an arbitrary change of meaning. The absolute idea rnpeiv 
abrod Tov Adyov demands for its counterpart an idea quite as absolute (so also 
Briickner).? Where the word of God is perfectly fulfilled, there love to God 
is perfect ; in perfect obedience, perfect love is shown. That the Christian 
has not attained this perfection at any moment of his life, but is ever only 
in a state of progress towards it, is no doubt true; but John is not here con- 
sidering that aspect (so also Braune).3 — év robtw ywéoxouer]. év rodrw Tefers 
neither to the thought contained in ver. 6 (Socinus, Ewald), nor to # dyarn 
... TeTed., but to the keeping of the commandments (so also Diisterdieck, 
Ebrard, Briickner, Braune). Obedience is the evidence for the knowledge 
that we are év aitO. -— 671 év abt éouev]. The expression signifies the inward 
fellowship of life (differently Acts xvii. 28); it combines the preceding é 
tobrw . . . tered, and the former éyydéxayev aitov, and is identical with xowwviav 
éyouev wer’ avtov (chap. i. 6), which it defines in its internal character. The 
knowledge and love of God is being in God (so also Brickner). — Grotius, 
who understands air@ of Christ, enfeeblingly explains: Christi ingenii dis- 
cipuli sumus. 

_ Ver. 6 gives the more particular definition of what the rypeiv of God’s 
commandments, and therefore the Christian’s walk in light, consists in. — 
6 Aéywv, as in ver. 4; here, however, with the infinitive construction. — év 
aité péverv]. év abr@ does not refer to Christ (Augustin, Hornejus, Wolf, 
Lange, Neander, etc.), but to God. —pévew instead of eiva, ver. 5. Both 
expressions are synonymous, it is true, but not identical (Beza) ; in pévew ° 
the unchangeableness of the being is brought out. Bengel: Synonyma cum 
gradatione : illum nosse, in illo esse, in illo manere. Frommann (p. 187): “The 
being and abiding in God signifies one and the same fellowship with God. 
The latter describes it merely as something constant, lasting, which accessory 
notion is not contained in the former expression.” — ddeiAec (comp. chap. 
iii. 16, iv. 11, “is in duty bound”) refers back to 6 Aéyov; it is not meant to 
be indicated here what is demanded in regard to the pévew év Ged, but what 


modo quisque pro gratiae sibi datae mensura 
ad hanc perfectionem aspiret,’’ and in that of 
Socinus: ‘Est autem perfectio ista caritatis 
in Deum et obedientia praeceptorum ejus ita 


1 Even Bengel’s interpretation : ‘‘ Perfectum 
regimen nactus et perfecte cognitus est (viz., 
amor Dei erga hominem),” does not corre- 
spond to the idea of the word. 


2 Ebrard, it is true, wants the idea tere- 
Aeiwrar to be retained unweakened, but finds 
himself compelled by his interpretation of 
n ay. T. ©. to agree with Beza’s explanation, 
because ‘‘in the case of a relationship its per- 
fection is nothing else than its conclusion.” 
Ebrard’s opinion, that if 7 ay. r. ©. = * love 
to God,” John must have written teAeia éorty 
instead of reteAciwrar, is — besides being con- 
trary to John’s wsus loguendi — without 
foundation. 

8 In Calvin’s explanation: * Si quis objiciat, 
neminem unquam fuisse repertum, qui Deum 
ita perfecte diligeret, respondeo: suflicere, 


intelligenda, ut non omnino requiratur, ne ei 
quicquam deesse possit, sed tantum ut ejus- 
modi sit, qua Deus pro sua ingenti erga nos 
bonitate contentus esse voluit,’”’ limitations are 
introduced which are foreign to the apostle’s 
train of thought. 

4 In substantial agreement with this Weiss 
says: ‘In vv. 3 and 4 it was stated that in the 
keeping of God’s commandments we recognize 
that we have known God. If, therefore, there 
is a continuous train of thought here, the 
being in God must only be a new expression 
for the knowing of God, or must be directly 
given along with it,” 
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is the duty of him who says that he abides in God —if he does not want to 
be a liar, in whom the truth is not, ver. 4. — xadu¢ éxetvog mepenarnoe, Kal abro¢ 
[otrwe] mepxareiv. By these words Christ is placed as a pattern before 
Christians, i.e., in regard to His whole walk (which is elsewhere done in the 
N. T. only in regard to His self-abasement and to His conduct in suffering ; 
see this commentary on 1 Pet. ii. 21); of what sort this was, John does not 
here say; from the connection with what precedes, however, it is clear that 
the apostle points to Him in so far as He kept the commandments of God, 
and therefore walked in the light.1_ This reference to Christ as an example 
is frequently found in the same form (kad éxeivoc) in our Epistle; so iii. 3, 7, 
iv. 17; comp. also John xiii. 15, xv. 10, and passim. — zepirareiv describes 
not merely the disposition, but the action resulting from it. In the fact that 
John brings just this out (comp. especially chap. iii. 17, 18), it is evident 
how far his mysticism is removed from mere fanaticism. — On odrwe, see the 
critical notes. . 

Vv. 7-11. A more particular statement of the nature and import of 
Thpelv Tac évToAdc abrod or Of mepimareiv Kabdc éxeivog mEpieTaTyoE. 

Ver. 7. dyarnroi. Such a form of address does not necessarily indicate 
the commencement of a new section, but is also used when the subject of the 
discourse is intended to be brought home to the hearers or readers ; this is 
the case here. — obx évroaqy kawvav ypagw iyiv certainly does not mean: “I do 
not write to you of a new commandment;” neither, however: “I write (set) 
before you” (Baumgarten-Crusius) ; for ypa¢er has not this signification ; it 
simply means to write; when connected with an object, as here, it is = to 
communicate or announce any thing by writing; comp. chap.i.4. The 
subject of his writing, the apostle calls an évroa#. It is arbitrary to take 
the word here in a different meaning from that which it always has; thus 
Rickli: “the whole revelation of divine truth as it has been brought to us 
in Jesus Christ”? (similarly Flacius, Calovius, etc.); and Ebrard: “the 
announcement, that God is light, chap. i. 5;” évroa# means “ commandment;” 
this idea must not be confounded with any other. Most of the commentators 
(Augustin, Bede, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Luther, Calvin, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, De Wette-Briickner, Neander, Sander, Erdmann, Myrberg, Ewald, 
etc.) understand by it, according to vv. 9-11, the commandment of brotherly 
love; others, on the other hand (Socinus, Episcopius, Calovius, Schott, 
Liicke, Fritzsche, Frommann, etc.), according to ver. 6, the commandment 
of following Christ. These two views seem to be opposed to one another, 
but they really are so only if we assume that John here wants to emphasize 
a single special commandment —in distinction from other commandments. 


1 Semler paraphrases: ‘Si quis gloriatur, regarded as a unity — called évroAy, but not 
se suamque doctrinam semper convenisse cum the truth which contains them in itself. It is 
doctrina illa Christi, is sane debet etiam in true, the demand of faith in the message of 
humanae vitae modo non Judaismum prae- salvation may be described as évtoAy, but not 
ferre”? (!). the message of salvation itself; here, however, 

2 Ebrard wrongly maintains that évroAy is the context forbids us to take the expression 
‘a truth including directly in itself practical in that sense (as Weiss), since neither in what 
requirements.” Only the practical require- precedes nor in what immediately follows is 
ments contained in a truth can be — when there a demand for faith expressed. 
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This supposition, however, is erroneous; the command to keep the 
commandments (or the word) of God after the example of Christ, or to 
walk in the light, is no other than the command to love one’s brother. 
From chap. i. 5 on, John is speaking not of different commandments, but of 
the one general commandinent of the Christian life which results from the 
truth that God is light. It is to this commandment that reference is made 
when John, in order to bring it home to his readers, says: ov évroAqv kawpv 
ypiow buiv, so that by évtoAy he does not indicate a commandment which he 
then for the first time is about to mention, but the commandment which 
he has already spoken of in what precedes (only not merely in ver. 6), but 
defines more particularly in what follows, namely, in regard to its concrete 
import. Of this commandment John says, that it is not an évroa} naif ; ? 
in what sense he means this, the following words state: dA1’ évrozjy nadaav, 
qv elyete an’ apx7c; it is not new, but old, inasmuch as his readers did not first 
receive it through this writing, but already had it, and indeed dm’ apyije, i.e., 
from the very beginning of their Christian life; comp. chap. iii. 11; 
2 John 5, 6; and, for the expression dn’ dpyfe, ver. 24 (Calvin, Beza, Socinus, 
Episcopius, Piscator, Hornejus, Lange, Rickli, Liicke, De Wette-Brickner, 
Sander, Neander, Besser, Diisterdieck, Erdmann, Myrberg, Ewald, Braune, 
etc.). The imperfect ciyere, instead of which we should expect the present, 
either refers back to the time before John had come to his readers, or 
is to be explained: “which ye hitherto already had.” The latter is the 
more probable. Some commentators weaken this interpretation, which is 
demanded by the context, and hold that John calls the commandment 
(namely, “the commandment of love”) an old one, because it was already 
given by Moses; thus Flacius, Clarius, etc.; the Greek commentators even 
go beyond that, and refer it at once to this, that it was written from the 
very beginning in the heart of manj;* the latter Baumgarten-Crusius 
maintains, and says: “here, therefore, the ethics of Christianity are 
represented as the eternal law of reason,” in which he explains dq’ dpyie 
“from the beginning of the history of man,” and regards “ye as men” as 


1 This view is in accordance with that of 
Diisterdieck, who rightly remarks: ‘ The 
solution of the problem lies in this, that the 
holy command to walk as Christ walked, fully 
and essentially resolves itself into the com- 
mand of brotherly love;” it is also accepted 
by Braune. The objection of Briickner, that 
brotherly love is only a principal element, 
and not the complete fulfilment of following 
Christ, can only be regarded as valid if 
brotherly love is not viewed in its full, com- 
plete character; comp. John xiii. 34, and also 
the statement of the Apostle Paul: mAjpwua 
vomouv n ayarn, Rom. xiii. 10.— The instances 
adduced by Ebrard against the reference to 
brotherly love can only have any force if the 
commandment which prescribes this is dis- 
tinguished, as a special one, from the com- 
mand to walk in light. 


2 Certainly what John here says reminds 
us of the statement of Christ in John xiii. 34; 
nor can it be denied that John was here 
thinking of that,-as well as in the passage 
2 John 5; but from this it does not follow that 
ovK éVTOA. Katy. ypapw vucy does not refer to 
what precedes, but only to what comes after 
(ver. 9). 

3 In the scholia of Matthaei it is thus put: 
ei mév “lovdalous Tavta ypader, eikdtws, THY TEpt 
ayarns évToAnv ov Kathy elvar pyoi. maAau yap 
avtnv dua Tav mpopytav émnyyeiAato, Eu dé ovK 
"lovdato. }oav, unmor ovv évToAn madara .. » 
éotiv H kaTa Tas HyatKkas évvolas Pidcky Siabecrs, 
mavTes yap Veet Huepa Kal KoLYwYLKA Gwa OVTES 
ayan@or Tovs mAynoiov. — Oecumenius and 
Theophylact combine the two together, hold- 
ing that the Epistle was addressed to Jewish 
and Gentile Christians. 
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the subject of ciyere. —7 évtoay f madau tory 6 AOyoc Gv HKovoaTe. This addition 
serves for a more particular definition of the preceding; 7 mada is repeated 
in order to accentuate this idea more strongly. By eiyere it was only stated 
that the readers were in possession of the commandment; now the apostle 
defines it more particularly in this respect, that it is the word (not “the 
chief substance of the word,” De Wette) which they had heard (comp. 
ver. 24, iii. 11, iv. 3), which, therefore, was proclaimed unto them (comp. 
chap. i. 2, 3), namely, by the apostolic preaching. The clause is therefore 
not to be taken, as Baumgarten-Crusius holds, as a correction of ypaw: “not 
by him was it first given; it is from the beginning of Christianity, the Aédyor, 
év Axovoare, namely, from Christ; ” for jxodcare does not refer directly to 
ypadw (Bengel), but to eiyere.1 On the addition da’ dpyic (Rec.) after jobcare, 
which Ewald regards as genuine, see the critical notes. 

Ver. 8. made évrodiv xawqv, «.7.2.]. Almost all commentators hold that 
the évroay kaw is the same évrod7 as was the subject of ver. 7; differently 
Ebrard, who explains as follows: “ With ver. 7 begins a new section which 
continues to ver. 29, in which the leading thought is the position of the 
readers to the light as one which was already shining; by év7. madad is 
meant the clause, chap. i. 5: 6 O«d¢ gd¢ éo73 by évr. kaevm, on the other hand, 
the following clause: 7 oxoria mapdyetat Kal 7d g¢ Td dAndwdy ibn daiver;? the 
relative clause 6 éoriv dAnbic, x.7.A.. belongs, by apposition, to the following 
sentence: 61 7 cKoria, x.7.a., and states to what extent the essential true 
light has already begun to shine, namely, the fact that the light already 
shines has a double sphere in which it is aandéc, ie., actually realized, 
first in Christ, but then also év tuiv, ie., in the Ephesian readers them- 
selves, and equally in all true Christians.” This explanation is, however, 
incorrect ; for (1) the truth 4 ocxoria mapayetat, «.7.A., can just as little be 
called an évroAq as the sentence 6 O¢d¢ ga gore (See On ver. 7); (2) the rela- 
tive clause, if it was to be a preceding apposition to 4 cxoria, «.7.4., would 
have had to come after 47; according to the structure of the verse, 6 must 
necessarily be connected with what precedes; (3) it is a false idea, that that 
which the clause 67  oxoria expresses was actually realized in Christ; the 
incorrectness of this idea is concealed in Ebrard’s interpretation in this way, 
no doubt, that he gives to éy air a different relation from that which he 
gives év iviv, and changes the present mapéyeruc into the perfect. Nor is the 


1 Wolf assumes a peculiar antithesis be- 
tween the two sentences: ‘Ratio fortassis 
aliqua reddi possit, cur éxew et axovew am’ 
apx7s sibi invicem subjungantur. Prius enim 
ad illos spectaverit, qui ex Judaeis ad Christum 
conversi erant; illi enim jam ante praeceptum 
hoc de amore mutuo ex lege Mosis et pro- 
phetis cognitum habebant; posterius respiciet 
ex-Gentiles, qui idem inter prima evangeli- 
cae doctrinae praecepta acceperant;” this 
amounts, partly, if not altogether, to what the 
Greek commentators adduce for explanation 
of the expression waAata. The arbitrariness of 
such an antithesis is self-evident. 


2 The same view is found in Castellio, 
Socinus, and Bengel. The latter remarks on 
évToAnv Kow.yv:  Praeceptum noyum, quod 
nobis nunc primum in hac epistola scribitur; ” 
and on o7e: ‘* Quod hoe est illud praeceptum,” 
to which he then very strangely adds: ‘amor 
fratris, ex luce.” ; 

8’ Ebrard says: ‘The eternally existing 
light is one which has already appeared év 
avr, in so far as in Christ the light objectiy- 
ized has arisen for the world and has overcome 
the darkness, and év duty in so far as also 
subjectively to the readers the light of the 
gospel has arisen, and they also subjectively 
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opinion that we are to understand by évr. a4, the commandment of walking 
in light, and by évr. «asf, on the other hand, that of brotherly love (ver. 9), 
tenable, because these commandments, according to their import, are not 
two distinct commandments, but one and the same commandment. Still 
more unjustifiable is the assumption of S. Schmid, that in ver. 7 the funda- 
mental law of Christianity, namely, justification by faith, but here the com- 
mandment of Christian sanctification, is meant; and that of Weiss, that by 
évroay, ver. 7, is to be understood the evangelical message of salvation, but 
here the commandment of love. The apostle, having in view here the same 
commandment as in ver. 7, says: “ Again a new commandment I write unto you, 
which thing is true in Him and in you: because the darkness is past, and the 
true light now shineth.” The relative clause 6 éorw, «.7.4., serves not merely to 
establish the statement that the commandment is a new one (Socinus, Fla- 
cius, Morus, Hornejus, De Wette-Briickner, Liicke, ed. 2 and 38, ed. 1 of this 
commentary, Erdmann, etc.);1 but the apostle thereby describes the com- 
mandment, yet not in a material way, so that 6 would be referred to the 
substance of it (OQecumenius, Luther, Baumgarten-Crusius, Semler, From- 
mann, Diisterdieck, etc.),? but only in a formal way, as that which is actually 
fulfilled in Christ and in his readers; as the commandment in ver. 7 was 
also only defined in a formal way by jp eiyere dm’ dpyic. —6 éorw... év byiv is 


have been drawn from darkness unto light.” 
By év vyiv he means, therefore, the readers, in 
whom, i.e., in whose souls, the transition from 
darkness to light has taken place; by ev 
avt», however, not Christ, in whom, but the 
world, for which that has happened objectively, 
inasmuch as Christ entered as the light into 
the darkness of the world. Quite a different 
meaning, therefore, is here assigned to év at7@ 
from that which is given to év viv, as the dif- 
ference in the relation from the antithesis of 
“ objective’ and ‘‘ subjective” clearly shows. 
—It is not merely the change of the present 
mapayero. into the perfect that is the cause of 
this treatment, for it appears elsewhere in the 
commentary, — thus on p. 148: “that which is 
true in Christ and in you, that the darkness 
is past,” etc.; p. 150: ‘similar to the new 
announcement, that the darkness is past,”’ etc. ; 
p. 155 : ‘It is the truth, that the darkness is 
past; against which, on the other hand, 
mapayeTa is correctly explained on p. 159: 
‘‘the darkness is passing by, is in a state of 
passing away, of disappearing.” 

1 Yor if 6 éotv, «.7.A., is, according to the 
intention of the apostle, to be referred to 
the idea of the newness of the commandment, 
he would —first, have given this idea a more 
independent form than he has given it as a 
simple attribute of the object evtoAyy depend- 
ing on ypadw; and, secondly, not have given 
the confirmation of the statement (that the 
commandment is a new one) in a sentence 
which does not so much show the truth of 


this idea as merely state the sphere in which 
that statement is true; to which may be 
added, that the idea so resulting is itself so 
indistinct, that it requires, in order to be un- 
derstood, an explanatory circumlocution, such 
as: ‘that the commandment is a new one has 
its truth in Christ, inasmuch as it did not exist 
before Him,” etc. (ed. 1 of this comm.). Be- 
sides, an emphasis unwarranted by the context 
is placed on the idea of the newness of the 
commandment, especially if it is thought that 
the following o7c again serves to establish the 
thought expressed in the confirmatory clause 
(Liicke, De Wette, Briickner). 

2 Diisterdieck, it is true, approves of 
Knapp’s paraphrase, which agrees with the 
above explanation: mad (ws) évToAnv Kacy. 
p+ Viv TODTO O EoTL GANOes, K.T.A.; but, With 
the idea of a constructio ad sensum, refers o to 
the preceding évroAjv, so that this forms the 
object of ypadw, which by the relative clause 
obtains its more particular definition. In 
opposition to this construction, De Wette has 
rightly observed that it has grammatical diffi- 
culty. When Diisterdieck, in reply to Lticke’s 
objection, that with that interpretation it 
would need to run 4 éo7iv dAnOys, says that 
it is not the évroAy itself as such, but its 
substance in Christ, etc., that has been fulfilled, 
Ebrard’s observation is a sufficient answer: 
‘“‘That which is required in the évtoAy is 
nothing else than just the évroAy itself; the 
requirement itself is fulfilled in Christ when 
its substance is fulfilled in Him.” 
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the object belonging to ypadu, and évrodiv kawhy is to be taken as the accusative 
of more particular definition; this construction of it is found in Ewald, only 
he explains év air incorrectly by “in the last-mentioned (in ver. 7) word of 
God;” most recently it has been accepted by Braune with the interpretation 
here given. The sense accordingly is: that which is already true, ie., ful- 
filled, in Christ and in you, namely, the rnpeiv rac évroAde tod Oeod (comp. John 
xv. 10, where Christ says of Himself, éy® rag évrodi¢ tod matpdg pov terppnKa), 
I write unto you as a new commandment.?_ With this view it is self-evident 
that the apostle calls the old commandment a new one only in so far as he 
writes it anew to them. It is true, a different reference has usually been 
given to xaw#, by understanding it either of the constant endurance of the 
commandment of love,? or to indicate that this commandment first entered 
into the world along with Christianity — whether emphasis was put more 
upon the substance of it (Liicke, De Wette, ed. 1 of this comm.), or upon 
the mere time of it (Diisterdieck) ;# but these constructions, not being indi- 
cated in the context, are purely forced. —On rédw, Erasmus says: et con- 
trarietatem declarat et iterationem; hic autem non repetitionis sed contrarietatis 
est declaratio; with this interpretation almost all commentators agree, 
referring dav to the idea évr. xawqv; but an antithetical construction is 
foreign to the word; it is = “again, once more,” is to be connected with 
ypd~u, and is explained by the fact that the readers have already heard the 
commandment, nay, even are already fulfilling it. Liicke and De Wette 
connect it directly with the verb, but in such a way that even they give to 
it an antithetical reference.*— éoriv dAndéc]. dAndyc Signifies here the actual 
reality, as in Acts xii. 9 (see Meyer on this passage). — év air]. év is to be 
retained in its special meaning, not = “respectu, in reference to,” nor is it 
used “of the subject in which something true is to be recognized as true 
(ver. 3)” (De Wette), for there is no mention here of any knowledge. That 
by airéc here not God (Jachmann), but Christ is to be understood, is shown 


1 That John places before his readers anew 
as a commandment that which already has 
been fulfilled in them, is clearly not more 
strange than that he declares to them truths of 
which he himself says that they know them 
already (comp. ver. 21). Briickner admits 
that the construction here advocated is simple 
and clear, but groundlessly thinks that ‘ the 
strangeness of this form of speech” is not 
mitigated by the reference to ver, 21. 

2 Calvin: ‘Novum dicit, quod Deus quoti- 
die suggerendo veluti renovat; Joannes negat 
ejusmodi esse doctrinam de fratribus dili- 
gendis, quae tempore obsolescat: sed perpetuo 
vigere.” 

3 On the basis of the right view of am’ dpxjjs, 
ver. 7, we find the nature of the newness of 
the commandment indicated just in this; this, 
however, is only the case if the temporal 
reference is retained in its purity. This 
Diisterdieck indeed insists on; but this relation 
has only force if we regard at the same time 


the substance of the commandment, as Diister- 
dieck does. But nothing in the context indi- 
cates this new substance, and it is therefore 
very differently defined by the commentators. 
4 Liicke does so when he says: ‘In ver. 8, 
John continues correctingly thus: Again a 
new commandment I write unto you.” (In 
the edition of 1851, Liicke agrees with the 
usual acceptation: ‘* Again—in contrast —a 
new commandment I write unto you;” see 
ed. 3, p. 249, note 1.)—De Wette does not 
expressly give his opinion about mdaAw; but 
when he thinks that John should properly 
have written: ‘again a new commandment I 
call it,” and when he then paraphrases it: 
*‘The commandment of love is an old and 
long-known one to you; buw¢ (as it is altogether 
revealed as a new one by Christ) for you who 
partake in the newness of life it is in an 
especial manner a new one,”’ the antithetical 
reference is clearly brought out by him also. 
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by the context. Socinus incorrectly explains é airé = per se ac simpliciter. 
On the point that juiv is not to be read, see the critical notes. Grotius 
unjustifiably understands by juiv the apostles. —Neander has a wrong 
conception of the relation of év ait and év iviv when he explains: “it takes 
place in reference to Christ and in reference to the church, therefore in 
reference to their mutual relationship to one another.” —6r # oxoria, «7.4. ]. 
érz is not used declaratively, nor in such a way as to be dependent on dAndéc 
(“it is true that the darkness,” etc.), or on évrodqv (Castellio, Socinus, Beng- 
el, Ebrard),— to both these views the structure of the verse is opposed, — 
but causally; this is rightly perceived by most of the commentators; but it 
is incorrect when they connect it with the immediately preceding 6 éorw 
dAndéc, «.1.2., for the double-membered clause, 61:  oxoria . . . gaive, being a 
confirmatory clause, does not stand in a corresponding relationship to the 
thought, 6 éorw dd. . . . suiv, which it is intended to confirm.! By éru, «.7.2., 
the apostle rather states the reason why he writes to them as a new com- 
mandment that which is true in Christ and in them (Diisterdieck, Braune) ; 
this reason is the already commenced disappearance of darkness, and shining 
of the true light. The contrasted words 7 cxotia and 76 gc 7d dAngwvdv are to be 
taken in an ethical sense (Braune);? the former idea signifies the darkness 
which consists in error and sin, as it exists outside the fellowship with God ; 
the latter, the light which consists in truth and holiness, as it proceeds from 
Christ, who Himself is the true light. It is incorrect to understand here by 
7d dd¢ 76 da., Christ Himself (Bengel, Erdmann), as the contrast with 7 cxoria 


shows. 


1 With this connection of the thoughts, the 
double-membered clause 6Te » oKotia .. 
gaiver must confirm both éorw aa, év av7o and 
also éotu ad. év vuiv. Now, when Liicke 
makes the apostle to say, as a proof that the 
commandment to walk in light shows itself in 
Christ and in his readers as a new one: * Not 
only in Christ Himself (év avt@) has the true 
light appeared, but it has also shed itself 
abroad, dispelling the darkness in the minds 
of his readers (év duiv), and is shining in 
them,” he attributes the thought really ex- 
pressed by the apostle (7 oxotia ... paiver) 
only to év viv; while to év avr, on the other 
hand, he attributes an idea which the apostle 
has not expressed. — Briickner says: ‘‘ The év 
aire refers to Kai TO pis, K.7.A., the ev Duty 
rather to 7 cxotia, «.7.A.;’’ but this reference 
of the one member of the confirmatory clause 
to the one element of the thought to be 
confirmed must be regarded as unjustified, 
although Briickner thinks ‘it can easily be 
imagined that the apostle in the one part of 
the confirmation had in view rather the latter, 
and in the other rather the former part of the 
clause to be confirmed,” for such a different 
reference is in no way hinted at; besides, 75n 
is here altogether left out of view. Diisterdieck 


dAnowoc is an expression which is almost confined to the writings of 


rightly establishes the proposition that the 
whole sentence GAy@. . . . vuiv is to be 
regarded as confirmed by the whole sentence 
oT n OK, . . . haiver; but when he then, in 
interpretation, says: ‘‘ Already the darkness 
is dispelled by the true light, which shines in 
truth in Christ and in His believers (in so far, 
namely, as brotherly love attained its most 
perfect manifestation in the walk of Christ, 
and is exercised by believers also),’’ it is only 
the second part of the confirmatory clause that 
is referred by him to év atrT@ kai év buty, but 
not the first part; and this indeed is quite 
natural, since in Christ a disappearance of 
darkness is not imaginable. 

2 It was to be expected that Weiss here also 
denies to the ideas gxoria and ws the ethical 
meaning, and wants to be understood by the 
former only error, by the latter only the 
knowledge of God. Weiss himself, however, 
views them both so that they are of ethical — 
and not merely theoretical — character; and, 
moreover, as he admits that with the former 
error sin, and with the latter knowledge 
holiness, is necessarily connected, it is so 


‘ much the more arbitrary to allege that John, 


in the use of these ideas, utterly ignored this 
necessary connection. 


> 
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John; outside them it is only found in Luke xvi. 11,1 Thess. i. 9, and three 
times in the Epistle to the Hebrews; it describes the light of which the 
apostle is speaking as the eternal, essential light, of which the earthly light 
is merely the transitory reflection; see especially Neander on this passage. 
— rapiyera is translated by the Vulgate as perfect: quoniam tenebrae transi- 
erunt; similarly by Luther: “the darkness is past;” and Calvin directly 
says: Praesens tempus loco Praeteriti. This, however, is arbitrary; the 
present is to be retained as such; it is used in the same sense as in 1 Cor. 
vii. 81: mapdye (see Meyer on this passage), so that we must interpret: “ the 
oxoria is in the state of passing away.” It is unnecessary to take mapdyerar, 
with Bengel, with whom Sander and Besser agree, as passive (Bengel: non 
dicit mapiyet transit, sed rapayera traducitur, commutatur, ila ut tandem 
absorbeatur) ; it is more natural to regard it as the middle form with intran- 
sitive meaning. With the meaning “is in the state of passing,” corresponds 
the particle #7 with gave, which is not = “now” (Luther), but by which 
the moment is described in which the darkness is retreating before the light, 
at which therefore neither has the darkness already completely disappeared, 
nor is the light completely dominant. Most of the commentators, both the 
older and more recent (Baumgarten-Crusius, De Wette-Briickner, Liicke, 
Sander, Diisterdieck, Erdmann, Ebrard), take this as referring to Christian- 
ity in general, in so far as by it, as the true light, the old darkness is 
being ever more and more overcome; but by the word 767 the apostle shows 
that in these words he is looking forward to a future time at which that 
victory will have been completely won, and which he regards as close at hand 
(so also Braune). The moment in which he writes this is in his eyes, 
therefore, no other than that which immediately precedes the second coming 
of Christ, and which He Himself in ver. 18 calls the éoyarq pa, in which it 
is of the greater importance for Christians, by keeping the commandment, 
to show themselves as children of the light. The same train of thought 
essentially occurs here as afterwards in vy. 15-18; compare also the Pauline 
4 dé mpoéxoper, 7 O® Nuspa Hyyue, Rom. xiii. 12. 

Vv. 9-11. Further definition of the life of light as life in love. — Ver. 9. 
6 Aéywv; the same form as in ver. 4, to which the structure of the whole 
verse is very similar. év 7 gwr? elvac stands in close relation to what imme- 
diately precedes; although he alone is in the light who lives in fellowship 
with Christ, and belongs to the Church of Christ, yet rd ¢a¢ describes neither 
Christ Himself (Spener, etc) nor “the church as the sphere within which 
the light has operated as illuminating power” (Ebrard). Chap. i. 6, 7, 
may be compared. — In contrast with kat rdv ddeAgdv abrod jody is ver. 10, 6 
ayanéy dd, abrod, in which the apostle states the substance of the rypeiy rov 
Adyov tod Ocod after the example of Christ. As gé¢ and ckoria, So pucelv 7. ad, 
and dyamdv 7, dd. exclude each other; they are tendencies diametrically 


1 Rickli: “John says this of the time in truth, is already shining; .. . already the 
which they are living, and in which the great great morning is dawning for mankind. When 
work of the Lord had had a wonderful, rapid _ the Lord shall\return, then shall be the perfect 
progress of development. The true Light, the day of God. Towards this manifestation all 
Lord in His perfect manifestation of divine believers walk.” 
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opposed to one another; human action belongs either to the one or to the 
other; that which does not belong to the sphere of the one, falls into that of 
the other; Bengel: ubi non est amor, odium est: cor non est vacuum. Here 
also John speaks absolutely, without taking into consideration the imperfect 
state of the Christian, as is seen in the hesitations between love and hatred. 
— dv adeAgév Grotius interprets: sive Judaeum, sive aliegenam; fratres omnes 
in Adamo sumus; similarly Calov, J. Lange, etc. ; by far the greatest num- 
ber of commentators understand thereby fellow-Christians. Apart from its 
exact meaning and the wider meaning = brethren of the same nation (Acts 
xxiil. 1; Heb. vii. 5), ddeAgdc¢ is used in the N. T. generally, in Acts and in 
the Pauline Epistles always, to denote Christians; but in many passages it 
is also = 6 mAnoiov or 6 érepoc; thus in Matt. v. 22 ff., vil. 3 ff., xviii. 85; 
Luke vi. 41 ff.; Jas. iv. 11, 12 (in Matt. v. 47 it describes our friendly 
neighbor). . In the Gospel of John it is only used in the sense of relation- 
ship, except in chap. xx. 17, where Christ calls His paéyrai “oi ddeAot pov,” 
and in chap. xxi. 23, where of dd. is a name of Christians. If, therefore, 
according to the usus loquendi of the N. T., 6 ddeAgd¢ may certainly be = 6 
mAnoiov, yet in the Epistles of John, according to chap. iii. 11 (comp. Gospel 
of John xiii. 34, xv. 12; besides, especially with iii. 16, comp. Gospel of 
John xv. 18; there inp rav ddeApav tac wuyde tibévac; here imép rv didov 
avrod), and according to chap. v. 1 (where the dd, is specifically called a 
yeyevynuévoc éx Tod God), we must understand by it the Christian brother; so 
that John, therefore, is speaking, not of the general love towards men, but 
of the special relationship of Christians to one another; comp. the distinc- 
tion in 2 Pet. i. 7; Gal. vi. 10. —éwe dpm; “until now,” refers back to 7dn, 
ver. 9; the meaning is: although the darkness is already shining, such a 
one is nevertheless still (adhuc) in darkness; on this peculiarly N. T. 
expression, see Winer, p. 439 (E. T., 470); A. Buttmann, p. 275 (E. T., 
320); there is no reason for supplying, “even if he were a long time a 
Christian ” (Ewald). With the éy 7. ox. éorcv is contrasted (ver. 10), év 7 
duri wéver; see on this ver. 6.1 That the “exercise of brotherly love is 
itself a means of strengthening the new life ” (Ebrard), is not contained in 
the idea yéve. Even if the idea of ver. 10—in relation to that of the 9th 
verse — is brought out more distinctly by yéve, this is much more done by the 
words kat oxavdadov tv abto obk gor. oxdvdadov appears in the N. T. only in 
the ethical signification = “offence,” i.e., that which entices and tempts to 
sin; in the case of év airé, the preposition év is generally either left unno- 
ticed by the commentators (Grotius says, appealing to Ps. cxix: est meto- 
nymia et ¢v abundat. Sensus: ille non impingit), or changed in meaning; De 
Wette : “in his case (for him) there is no stumbling; comp. John xi. 9 ff. ;” 
similarly Baumgarten-Crusius, Neander, etc.; Liicke even says: “év abré 
can here only signify the outer circle of life,” because “the oxavdada for the 


1 K@stlin incorrectly finds the reason why the apostle is not speaking here at all; but the 
he who loves his brother remains in the light, truth of his statement lies rather in this, that 
in this, ‘that the Christian life of the indi- dove and light are essentially connected with 
vidual requires for its own existence the one another, 
support of all others.’ Of such a support 
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Christian lie in the world, and not in him;” with him Sander.agrees. For 
such changes there is no ground, since, in the usage of the word, the figure 
(the snare, or rather the wood that falls in the snare) has quite given place 
to the thing; and it is therefore unnecessary to say, with Diisterdieck, that 
“in the expression éy airé the thing itself penetrates into the otherwise 
figurative form of speech ;” the offence may be outside a man, but it may 
be in him also; comp. Matt. v. 29, 30. The preposition év is here to be 
retained in its proper meaning (Diisterdieck, Ewald, Braune). The sense 
is: In him who loves his brother, and thus remains in the light, there is 
nothing which entices him to sin. Some commentators refer oxavdadov to 
. the temptation of others to sinning; so Vatablus: nemini offendiculo est; 
Johannsen: “he gives no offence;” Ebrard: “there is nothing in them by 
which they okie, give offence to the brethren,” etc.; but in the context 
there is no reference to the influence which the Christian exercises upon 
others, and if John had had this relationship in his mind, he would certainly 
have expressed it;1 this is decisive also against Braune, who would retain 
both references. Paulus quite unwarrantably refers év ai7@ to rd dae: “in 
that light nothing is a stumbling-block.” — The beginning of the 11th verse 
repeats, in a form antithetical to ver. 10, that which was said in ver. 9; but 
with further continuation of the év 7) cxoria éoriv.— The first subordinate 
clause runs, «al év rj oxoria mepurarei. The difference of the two clauses does 
not consist in this, that the representation passes over from the less figura- 
tive (tori) to the more figurative (meputatet) (Liicke); for, on the one hand, 
neptratelv is so often used of the ethical relationship of man, that it is 
scarcely any longer found as a figurative expression; and, on the other hand, 
the connection by xai shows that there is a difference of idea between the 
two expressions; this has been correctly thus described by Grotius: priori 
membro affectus (or better, habitus, Sander), altero actus denotatur (similarly 
De Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Braune). Both the being (the condition) 
and the doing (the result) of the unloving one belong to darkness; comp. 
Gal. y. 25. The second subordinate clause, cai ov« olde mod bmayet, is closely 
connected with mepraret; mod, properly a particle of rest, is in the N. T. 
frequently connected with verbs of motion; comp. John vii. 35, xx. 2, 18; 
Heb. xi. 8; in the Gospel of John especially, as here, with iméyew; see John 
ili. 8, vili., 14, etc.; in John xii. 35 it runs exactly as here: 6 mepumarav ev rp 
oxorig ob« olde nob tmiye. The translation “where he is going,” is false, for 
bndyew is not “to go,” but “to go to.” To the unloving one, the goal whither 
he is going on his dark way, and therefore the direction of his way, is 
unknown. By this goal it is not exactly the final goal, i.e., condemnation 
(Cyprian : it nescius in gehennam, ignarus et caecus praecipitatur in poenam), 
that is to be thought of, for the subject according to the context is not 
punishment; but by the figurative expression the apostle wants to bring out 
that the unloving one, not knowing whither, follows the impulse of his own 


1 When Ebrard finds no obstacle in the find no obstacle in the thought that there is 
thought that he who loves his brother does not nothing in him which becomes an offence to 
by any act give offence to others, he should  himaelf. 
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selfish desire: he does not know what he is doing, and whither it tends. As 
a confirmation of this last idea, the apostle further adds: ér: 4 oxoria éridAwoe 
Tod¢ 6¢baAuode adtod; TupAodv does not mean “to darken,” but “to make blind, 
to blind ;” this idea is to be retained, and is not, with Liicke and others, to 
be enfeebled by an interpolated tamquam, as (“in the darkness they are as 
if blind’), by which the clause loses its meaning; the apostle wants to 
bring out, that, inasmuch as the unloving one walks in the darkness, the 
sight of his eyes is taken from him by this darkness, so that he does 
not know, etc. He who lives in sin is blinded by sin, and therefore does not 
know whither his sin is leading him; comp. John xii. 40 and 2 Cor. iv. 4. 
Vy. 12-14. After the apostle has depicted the Christian life in its essen- 
tial features, he passes on to exhortation. To this these verses form the 
introduction, in which the apostle assures his readers that their Christianity 
is the ground of his writing. The motive of this, which explains also the 
form of expression, is the earnest longing which inspires the apostle, that 
his readers may take home to themselves the following exhortation. —-The 
apostle addresses them under four different names: rexvia and radia, martépec, 
veavioxot. By the two latter names they are distinguished according to the 
two corresponding degrees of age; in the case of rarépec the proper mean- 
ing is not to be strictly retained, but in contrast to veavioxa it is = yépovrec 
or mpeoBbrepor, the members of the church who are already in advanced age; 
thus Erasmus, Calvin, Socinus, Morus, Carpzoy, Lange, Paulus, De Wette- 
Briickner, Liicke, Diisterdieck, Braune, etc. — The veavicco: are the younger 
members of the church; Calvin: tametsi diminutivo utitur, non tamen dubium 
est, quin sermonem ad omnes dirigat, qui sunt in aetatis flore et statu. The view 
of Augustine is to be rejected, that under the three names the same persons. 
are addressed whom the apostle only designates differently in different 
aspects: filioli, quia baptismo meonati sunt; patres, quia Christum patrem et 
antiquum dierum agnoscunt; adolescentes, quia fortes sunt et validi. So also 
is the opinion that the apostle has in view, not the difference in age, but the 
difference in the degree, or even in the length of existence, of Christian life ; 
a Lapide: ¢triplici hoc aetatis gradu triplicem Christianorum in virtute gradum et 
quasi aetatum repraesentat; pueri enim repraesentant incipientes et neophytos ; 
juvenes repraesentant proficientes; senes perfectos ; similarly Clemens, Oecu- 
menius, further Gagneius, Cajetanus, Russmeyer, Grotius,? etc. Some 
commentators (as Erasmus, Socinus, J. Lange, Myrberg) also refer the two 
expressions, rexvia (ver. 12) and aia (ver. 18), to the difference of age, and 
understand by them children, in the proper sense of the word; but more 
prevalent is the view that this is true of maidia only, and that rexvia, on the 
other hand, is to be regarded as a form of address to all Christians; Calvin: 
‘haec (namely, ver. 12) adhue generalis est sententia, mox speciales sententias 
accomodabit singulis aetatibus; similarly Luther, Beza, Calov, Wolf, Baum- 


1 That “the distinction between church classes, quae discrimina non secundum aetatem, 
leaders and church members appears in the sed secundum gradus diversos ejus profectus, 
distinction between old and young” (Hilgen- qui in Christo est, intelligi debent,” ef. 1 Cor. 
feld), is in no way suggested. xiii. 11, 12; Heb. v. 13; Eph. iv. 13, 14. 

2 Grotius : ‘* Partitur Christianos in tres 
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garten-Crusius, Sander, Neander, Besser, Ebrard, etc. With the first view 
there arises a wrong succession, namely, children, fathers, young men; 
instead of, children, young men, fathers, or, fathers, young men, children ; 
and, moreover, since rexvia is in the Epistle frequently the form of address 
to all readers, and not only with but also without pov (see on ver. 1), so it 
is to be taken here also. Equally, however, by radia the apostle addresses 
all readers; as Liicke, De Wette-Briickner, Diisterdieck, Gerlach, Erdmann, 
Ewald, Braune, rightly interpret. If we read before radia, with the Recep- 
tus, ypidu byiv, there certainly results, if madia is taken as alluding to chil- 
dren, a more accurate succession: fathers, young men, children; but (1) 
according to almost all authorities we must read, not ypédw, but éypapa, and 
the former reading can only be explained in this way, that wawia was under- 
stood in its proper sense, and it was thought that this clause must be brought 
into the closest connection with the preceding; (2) then in the repetition of 
the same succession in ver. 14 one member of it is wanting, as the children 
are not mentioned again; and (3) in ver. 18 madia is used as a form of 
address in reference to all readers; comp. John xxi. 5. Against the two 
last reasons it might indeed be alleged, with Bengel, Sander, and Besser, 
that from ver. 14 to ver. 17 is still intended for the veavioxoc, and that then 
in ver. 18 the address to the children comes in, and that the sequel as far as 
ver. 27 refers to them. But against this construction is: (1) the dissimi- 
larity in the form of the sentences that thereby results; (2) the absence of 
an exhortation addressed to the fathers; (3) the unsuitable reference of the 
warning against false teachers specially to the children, with the additional 
remark, oldare wavra, ver. 20, and ov xpeiav éyere, iva tic diddoxy bude, even though 
the warning against false teachers in. chap. iv. 1 ff. is referred without dis- 
Sinction to all readers ; and, finally (4), the close connection of ver. 17 and 
ver. 18: 6 xdouoc mapdyerac (comp. ver. 8: 7 oxoria mapayerat), and éoydrn Spa 
tori. — According to the true construction of the sentences, they fall into 
two groups; in each group first all Christians, and then specially the older 
and the younger members of the church, are addressed ;! the correctness of 
this construction is shown also by this, that in reference to marépec, and 
equally to veavioxa, in both groups the same thing is expressed, but in refer- 
ence to all there are different statements. The arbitrary conjecture of 
Calvin (with whom Wall agrees), that both the clauses of ver. 14 are 
spurious, and interpolated /emere by ignorant readers, requires no refutation. 
— The interchange of ypa¢w with the aorist éypaya is peculiar, and is not to 
be explained by saying that épyapa points to another writing of the apostle, 
whether it be the Gospel (Storr, Lange, Baumgarten-Crusius, Schott, Ebrard, 
Hofmann, Schrifibew., II. 2, § 336; Braune),? or even an earlier Epistle 


1 Even Ebrard regards the second triad as 
beginning with radia, although he understands 


by it children in age; there is a glaring incon.’ 


sistency in this construction. 

2 To this view the following reasons are 
opposed: 1. That if the apostle in éypawa 
had another writing in view than in ypadw, he 


would have expressed this distinctly; 2. That 
thereby the train of thought of the Epistle is 
unduly interrupted, since the assertion of the 
reason why he had written the Gospel is here 
introduced without any connecting link; 38, 
That then the emphasis contained in the three- 
fold repetition of é¢ypaya remains inexplicable, 
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(Michaelis); both expressions rather refer, as most of the commentators 
have recognized, to this Epistle; not, however, to ihe same thing, aS some 
commentators suppose; thus Bengel, who regards the two expressions as 
synonymous, explains: verbo scribendi ex praesenti in praeterito transposito 
innuit commonitionem firmissimam, which cannot be grammatically justified ;1 
and Diisterdieck, who thinks that the “different import of the present and 
of the aorist can only be sought for in the representation of the writing 
itself; that both times the apostle means the whole Epistle lying before 
him; that by ypagw he represents himself in the immediately present act of 
writing, and by épyapa, on the other hand, his readers, who have received 
the completed Epistle:” opposed to this, however, is the fact that such a 
change of the mere form of representation would certainly be rather trifling. 
The éypapa must be referred to something else than the preceding ypédu; 
yet it is not, with Neander and Erdmann,? to be referred to that which is 
expressed in the clauses beginning with ypd¢w; for, on the one hand, the 
clauses beginning with éypapa have not the form of confirmation, and, on 
the other hand, there is no real cause apparent for the addition of such a 
confirmation; it seems more appropriate when Rickli thinks that ypaew 
refers to what follows, and éypaya to what precedes ;® but opposed to this is 
the fact that éypapa would then stand more naturally before ypddu. The 
correct view has been taken by De Wette, Briickner, and Ewald, who refer 
éypaya to what was already written, and ypé¢w to the immediate act of 
writing, and hence to the Epistle in general; taking this view, it is quite in 
order for John to write ypa¢u first, and that he then refers specially by éypapa 
to what has been already written is explained in this way, that this contains 
the principal grounds for the following exhortations and amplifications.4— 
In each part a clause beginning with 67 follows the address; this 67 is not 


whereas it is perfectly justifiable if the refer- 
ence to something written in this Epistle is 
intended to stimulate the readers more ear- 
nestly to attend to the following exhortation. 
The view of Ebrard, that ‘‘ while the Epistle 
plainly could only be understood by grown 
people,” the Gospel ‘‘is even for children 
(aida) enjoyable and pleasing food,” scarcely 
any one will indorse; although even Braune 
passes this over in silence. 

1 When Buttmann (p. 172 [E. T., 198]) 
thinks that the change of tense is entirely 
occasioned by the need for variation in a sixfold 
repetition of the verb, it may be observed 
against this, that then ver. 14a@ would be 
nothing but a repetition of ver. 18a. 

2 Neander explains: “As John had said: 
‘JT write unto you,’ so now he resumes con- 
firmingly what has just been written, and 
says: ‘I have written unto you,’ as if he would 
say: Itis agreed. This that I am now writing 
to you, I have now written, it is settled, I have 
nothing else to say to you, this you must 
always allow to be said to you.”? Erdmann: 


**Pertinet hoc (¢ypaya) neque ad superiorem 
epistolam, neque ad quidquam in hac ep. supra 
dictum, sed ad ea, quae modo verbo ypadw 
notata sunt.” Similarly Paulus, who compares 
with this the expression: “‘ His majesty decrees 
and has decreed.”’ 

3 Liicke, following Rickli, thought that with 
the first part (67t adewrrac, K.T.A.) corresponded 
the section ii. 15-17 in what follows, and i. 5-7 
in what precedes; with the second part (ét 
éyvéxare, «.T.A.), in the former ii, 18-27, and 
in the latter i. 8-ii. 2; and with the third part 
(OTe vevixyjcare, «.7.A.), in the former ii, 28- 
iii. 22, and in the latter ii. 3-11; but he 
afterwards gave up this artificial, cruciform 
construction of the clauses, and explained the 
ypabw with éypayaas belonging to the rhetoric 
of the author. See 3d ed. p. 265, note. 

4 It is only if the signification of the section 
chap. i. 5-ii, 11 for the essentially hortatory 
Epistle is ignored, that it can be said, with 
Ebrard and Braune, that with this view the 
antithesis of ypadw and é¢ypava becomes a mere 
repetition, or play upon words. 
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objective or declarative = “that” (Socinus, Lange, Russmeyer, Bengel, 
Paulus, Johannsen, Neander, Hilgenfeld, etc.), but causal, “because ” (Cal- 
vin, Beza, Baumgarten-Crusius, Liicke, De Wette-Briickner, Gerlach, Diis- 
terdieck, Myrberg, Ebrard,} etc.). The apostle does not want to say what 
he is writing, but why he is writing to them; comp. especially ver. 20, also 
vy. 21, 27, iii. 5, 14, 15, v. 18-20. The particular Christian experiences of 
his readers form the. fundamental presuppositions of the Epistle; it is not 
any thing new that the apostle declares unto them, but he reminds them of 
what they know, so that they may take it more seriously to heart. — The 
first thing that the apostle, addressing all, reminds them of is: 61 dgéwvrac 
ipiv al Guaptiat dia 7d bvoua abrov. The forgiveness of sins is the basis of all 
Christian life; therefore this. is put first.—On the form used here, the 
perfect passive dgéwvra, see Buttmann, Ausf. gr. Gr., § 97, Anmerk. 3, and 
§ 108, note 1; and Winer, p. 77 (E. T., 80). The Vulgate and Luther 
incorrectly translated it as if it were the present? “are forgiven” (similarly 
Rickli and others; Paulus strangely interprets, deriving it from dq@’ é40 = 
dg’ éovrat, dimittuntur). — da with the accusative is not = “ through” (this 
meaning, as is well known, it has only with-the genitive, comp. Acts x. 43: 
dipeow duaptiav AaBelv did Tov dvouaroc abrod), but = “for the sake of ;” avtod = 
Xprorod, not = Oecd (Socinus, Paulus). According to most of the commen- 
tators, did 7. dv. abrod refers to the objective ground of the forgiveness of sins, 
and 76 évoua abrov signifies Christ Himself; thus Diisterdieck: “Christ who 
is what His name signifies;”? but this is contrary to the Biblical usus lo- 
quendi; if by da Christ is referred to as the author of salvation, the prepo- 
sition is always construed with the genitive; by ca rd évoua atrod, therefore, 
it is the subjective ground of forgiveness that is stated (De Wette-Briickner, 
Braune), in this sense: because His name is in you, i.e., because ye believe 
on His name (comp. ver. 23: motebew 17H dvouate "Insod Xpiorov). The name 
is therefore not regarded as empty, but as the form which includes the 
contents and reveals them; so that the subjective ground embraces in itself 
the objective. — In the second group it is said, in regard to the readers of 
the Epistle there called maidia: yp. tuiv . . . drt éyvdxate tov matépa. By 6 math 
we are not to understand, with Hornejus, Christ, inasmuch as believers per 
jidem in nomen ejus renati sunt, for such a designation of Christ has the 
constant usus loquendi of Scripture against it, but God; for the name 6 rarfp 
is used here without any more particular definition, with clear reference to 
mawwia, and so God is here so called, not merely on account of His relation- 
ship to Christ, but equally on account of His relationship to those who, by 


1 Luther varies curiously in his translation: 2 Similarly Sander: “ God forgives our sins 
in ver. 12 he translates ore ‘ that,’’ in ver. 13 for the sake of the offering which Christ made; 
“for,” and in ver. 14 again “that.” Sander both of these — the person and work of Christ 
thinks that in vv. 14 and 18 or is used —are His name, for the sake of which we 
causatively, but that in ver. 12 both * because” receive forgiveness.” Besser: ‘for the sake 
and “that” are contained in or. Erdmann of all that Christ is, from the manger to the 
takes or: in the first three sentences objectively, throne.” Ewald: “because Christ is and is 
but he leaves it undecided whether in the last called Christ.” 
three sentences it is to bé taken objectively or 
causally. 
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faith in Christ, have obtained the forgiveness of their sins, and are thereby 
placed in the relationship of children to God. From this it is clear also how 
exactly éru deéwvrar tyiv ai dyapriae and bre éyvéxate tov marépa correspond 
with one another. But in the fact that John ascribes to the believers both 
of these, he testifies to them that they are in possession of the fulness of 
divine peace and of divine truth.—In regard to the zarépec, the apostle 
brings out the same thing in both groups, vy. 13 and 14: 61 éyréxate Tov am’ 
doxne. If the forgiveness of sins and the knowledge of God are common to 
all, the knowledge of Him who is dm’ dpyij¢ is specially appropriate to the 
older members of the church. When some commentators, as a Lapide, 
Grotius (novistis Deum, qui Senex dierum; Dan. vii. 9, xiii. 22), and others, 
understand by 6 dx’ dpxym¢ God, they ignore the deeper connection which 
exists between the particular ideas; 6 dm’ dpy7¢ is Christ, but not so called 
because He is the author of Christianity,! but because He is from all 
eternity; an’ dpy7e is used in the same sense as in chap. i. 1. John brings 
out by this designation of Christ the truth that Christ is subject of their 
knowledge in the quality of His being herein mentioned; it is therefore 
incorrect to understand éyvéxate of the personal knowledge of Him who was 
manifest in the flesh (Bengel, Schoettgen, etc.); the word has rather the 
same meaning as in ver. 8.2 John ascribes this knowledge to the fathers, 
because he might with justice assume that they had not contented them- 
selves with a superficial knowledge of Christ in His appearance according 
to the sense, but had looked more deeply into the eternal nature of the 
Lord. —In regard to the young men, it is said in both groups: ére vevixqxate 
tov movnpov; not as if the same were not true also of the older members of 
the church, but John attributes this eminently to the young men, because 
they, in accordance with their age, had just recently obtained this victory, 
and their care therefore must be specially this, not to lose again what had 
been lately won. That 6 xovnpéc is the devil (comp. Matt. xiii. 19, 38, 39; 
Eph. vi. 16; 1 John iii. 12, v. 18, 19), the commentators have rightly 
recognized.2 Carpzov suitably says: Viris fortibus et robustis tribuitur supra 
fortissimum et robustissimum victoria. In the second group some further sub- 
ordinate clauses precede that word, which state the conditions under which 
the young men have attained their victory: érc ioyupoi éote; iaxupoi, “ strong 
in spirit,’ with special reference to the fight, comp. Heb. xi. 84; Luke xi. 
21; Matt. xii. 29 (Diisterdieck); here also ér is “ because,” not “ that,” thus: 
“ because ye are strong,” not “that ye are to be strong” (Paulus). — This 
conquering power of the young men is not their “own moral strength” 
(Baumgarten-Crusius), but the effect of the Word of God; therefore John 


1 Socinus: ‘ Novi foederis et evangelii the statement of a certain formula about the 
patefacti primum initium;’? Semler: “Qui person of Christ.” 
inde ab initio auctor fuit hujus melioris 3 Even Semler admits this, but then ob- 
religionis.”” serves: “ Est usitata Judaeorum descriptio, 


2 Neander: ‘‘ A knowledge of Christ as the 
One who is from the beginning, which results 
from the deeper communion with the person- 
ality of Christ. This is something else than 


quae gravium peccatorum et flagitiorum ma- 
gistrum diabolum designat, quam descrip- 
tionem non opus est ut Christiani retineant, 
gquum non sint ex Judaeis.”’ 
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adds: kad 6 26yoc rob Ocod év buiv péver, and only then brings in ka? vevixfeare, 
x.t.A, — The individual sentences are simply placed side by side in order to 
let each of them appear the more strongly in its own meaning. The train 
of thought, however, is this, that their strength has its ground in the Word, 
of God, which is permanent in them (éver), and that it is in this power that 
they have attained the victory.1 This relation is correctly stated by Gro- 
tius, who explains the first «ai by quia, the second by ob id. — 6 Aéyor rod Oeod 
is not = Christ, but the word proceeding from God, i.e., the Gospel, of 
which the personal Christ is no doubt the substance. 

Vy. 15-17. A warning against love of the world, which is directed 
neither specially to the children (Oecumenius: érrénra: yap det ra masdia rept 
7d gacvouevor 460), nor specially to the young men (Bengel, Semler, Besser), 
but to all (Bede: omnibus haec generaliter ecclesiae filiis scribit). 

Ver. 15. yi dyazare tov kdouov]. The meaning of dyardv depends on that 
of the idea xéouoc. —xéouoc is with John eminently an ethical conception = 
mankind, fallen away from God, and of hostile disposition towards Him, 
together with all that it lives for and has made its own; comp. on Jas. i. 27, 
iv. 4 (similarly Gerlach, Besser, Diisterdieck, Myrberg, Ebrard, Braune).? 
The explanations that deviate from this are divided into three leading 
classes: (1) Those in which kéoyoc is regarded as a total number of men 
indeed, but in a limited way; either = “the heathen world” (Lange), or, 
more indefinitely, “the mass of common men” (Oecumenius: 6 cupdetdc 
byAoc, O¢ ob tiv Tod maTpdc Eyer Gyannv év éavt@; Calovius: homines dediti rebus 
hujus mundi), or “the greater part of men” (Grotius: hwmanum genus, 
secundum partem majorem, quae in malis actionibus versatur); Storr limits the 
idea here “to that part. of the world which the antichristians constituted.” 
(2) Those which understand «écuo¢ not of the human world itself, but of 
the evil dwelling in it; so says the Scholiast: xéoyov tiv Koouexhv deAndoviav Kat 
duaxvow Réyet, Ho éotiv dpywy 6 dudBoroc ; Luther: “the world, i.e., godlessness 
itself, through which a man has not the right use of the creatures;” to this 
class belong also the explanations of Calvin, Morus, 8. Schmid, Semler ; 8 
but in this abstract sense the word never appears elsewhere; and besides, 
taking this view, difficulties appear in the sequel which can only be 


1 Weiss groundlessly finds in what is said 
above an incorrect expression, and thinks that 
not the abiding, but the being of the Word of 


kdopog (ii. 2) the whole human race, as needing 
salvation, is to be understood. 
8 Calvin: ‘Mundi nomine intellige, quic- 


God in them is the ground of their strength; 
for to the Apostle John the being is really 
this only when it is a firm and abiding ex- 
istence. 

2 It might not be incorrect to suppose that 
John, when he here and afterwards in his 
Epistle places the xkéonos in sharp contrast 
with believers, specially understands the sum- 
total of those who, as the light has come into 
the world, love the darkness rather than light 
(Gospel of John iii. 18), and therefore not 
unsaved humanity as such, but those of man- 
kind who resist salvation, while by oAos o 


quid ad praesentem vitam spectat, ubi separa- 
tur a regno Dei et spe vitae aeternae, Ita in 
se comprehendit omne genus corruptelae et 
malorum omnium abyssum.” Morus explains 
koopnos by: ‘*malum morale;” §. Schmid by: 
‘corruptio peccaminosa;’? Semler by: ‘ vul- 
gata consuetudo hominum, res corporeas unice 
appetentium.” Here may be enumerated also 
the interpretation of Erdmann: ‘Totus com- 
plexus et ambitus mali, quatenus hoc non so- 
lum toti generi humano, verum etiam propter 
hominum a Deo defectionem omnibus rebus 
humanis totique rerum naturae inhaeret.” 
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overcome by arbitrary interpretations. (3) Those explanations in which 
xdouoc is regarded as the total of perishable (actual) things; these things 
being regarded as purely physical, there lies in the idea xéoyoc, in and by: 
itself, no ethical meaning, but this appears only through the dyad which 
‘is connected with it; the xéoyoc as a creature of God is in itself good and 
irreproachable, but the love to the késuoc, through which man centres his 
affections on it, and makes it the single aim of his activity, is to be blamed, 
because amid all association with earthly things it is not they, but God, 
that must be loved; thus there results for the command, xj dyanare Tov 
kéopuov, certainly an appropriate idea; but what follows in vv. 16 and 17 has 
induced almost all commentators who accept this view to give, nevertheless, 
to the idea xooyoc itself, more or less distinctly, an ethical reference; thus 
Liicke indeed says: “6 xéouoc is, as the sum total of the temporal and 
sensuous, in contrast (!) to the mvedua, always only the objective sphere of 
evil, i.e., to which it tends as ethical direction and disposition,” but 
immediately afterwards he explains the same idea “as the sum total of all 
sensuous appearances, which excite the desire.of the senses;” still more 
definitely De Wette says: “the sum total of that which attracts desire, the 
temporal, sensuous, earthly — regarded in contrast with God.” But this 
connection of the ethical reference with the idea of actual things is itself 
rather unsuitable: not in the things, but in man himself, lies the cause of 
the seductive charm which things exercise upon him; besides, it is not 
possible to retain this conception of the word without modification to the 
end of the 17th verse.! It is true some commentators? distinctly say that 
John here makes a sort of play upon the word; but such an assumption 
does too much violence to the clearness and certainty of the thought for us 
to approve of it. The right view, therefore, is to take 6 xéouoc here in the 
same sense that the word prevailingly has throughout John’s works, so that 
it signifies the world lying év 7 movnpd. This kécpoc, this is the meaning 
of the apostle’s warning, is not to be the object of the dydrn of believers. 
From this it follows that dyar@v here means neither “to love too much,” 


1 Thus Liicke finds himself compelled in 
the case of wav ev to kécum to make an ab- 
straction of the things themselves, and to 
understand thereby their ethical reference ; 
and here results the certainly unjustifiable 
thought that this ethical reference of things 
has its origin in the things themselves (é« tov 
xogpmov). Still more decidedly De Wette says 
that in the words é« tov kécpov éati, ver. 16, 
‘66 xognos is not regarded as the sum total of 
earthly things, but as the sensuous life alien- 
ated from God, or as the sum total of worldly 
men who enjoy this.’””’ Somewhat differently, 
Briickner: ‘‘ that the sum total of earthly evil, 
of the cécmuos, is here regarded rather of real 
things, is clear from the subordinate clause 
pndé Ta ev TH K.; in Ver. 16, the personal aspect 
prevails.” Neander, on ver. 16, equally devi- 


ates from the explanation which he had given 
of ver. 15; in the latter he regards 6 Koapos as 
“the world and earthly things,” but in the 
former as ‘“‘the predominating tendency of 
the soul to the world, the growing worldliness 
of the soul, which blends itself with the 
world.” 

2 Thus a Lapide says (after he has assigned 
to the word three meanings, namely (1) ‘ ho- 
mines mundani, in his proprie est concupiscen- 
tia;”? (2) ‘orbis sublunaris, in hoc mundo 
proprie et formaliter non est concupiscentia; 
sed in eo est concupiscentia materialis, i.e., 
objectum concupiscibile;” (3) ‘ipsa mundana 
vita vel concupiscentia in genere’’): “‘ omnibus 
hisce modis mundus hie accipi potest et 
Johannes nunc ad unum, nunc ad alterum res- 
picit; /wdit enim in voce mundus.” 
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nor “to love with unhallowed sense,” but love in the strictest sense of the 
word, consisting in a life of inner fellowship.1— und? ra év 76 Kéouw]. As 
xoouoc is an ethical idea, natural objects as such cannot be meant by ra év 
z. «., but only these in so far as they are taken by the ungodly world into 
its service; or, better, the apparently good things which the world pursues, 
or with which it delights itself, and which therefore belong to it, as riches, 
honor, power, human wisdom, and such like. Ebrard erroneously under- 
stands thereby “the different kinds of sinful impulse, thought, and action, 
e.g., avarice, ambition, sensuality, and such like,” for either of these is 
plainly a love (although a false, unholy love) which cannot itself again be 
regarded as the object of love. —éav ti dyamd rdv Kdopov, ob tori, K.T.A.]. 
By this sentence the apostle confirms the previous exhortation, expressing 
the incongruity of love to the xoouoc with the dyamn tov narpéc; Bede: Unum 
cor duos tam sibi adversarios amores non capit. By ayarn rob ratpéc is to be 
understood neither the love of God to us (Luther II., Calovius), nor the 
charitas quam Pater praescribii (Socinus); but, as by far the most of 
commentators (Bede, Beza, Grotius, Vatablus, Spener, etc., and all the 
modern commentators, even Ebrard, despite his erroneous interpretation 
of ver. 5), interpret, love to God.2—If ratpéc is the correct reading, then 
the name Father is here to be explained from the filial relationship of 
Christians to God, and points to their duty not to love the world, but God. 
— Between the two sorts of dyary there is the same exclusive contrast as 
between the Ged dovredew and payavd dovievev, Matt. vi. 24. heme also 
Jas. iv. 4: 7 gchia tod Kéopuov, éyOpa Tod Oeod éotiv. 

Ver. 16. Confirmation of the preceding thought that ee to the world 
is inconsistent with love to God. — ér: mév 10 év r@ kdouw]. Bede incorrectly 
explains the neuter here (as it certainly does appear elsewhere in John) as 
masculine: omnes mundi dilectores non habent nisi concupiscentiam ; most com- 
mentators regard the expression as identical with the foregoing 72 év 7 Kéon} 
even Diisterdieck, who, in reference to the following 7 ém@vuia, x.7.4., thinks 
that a “change occurs from the representation of the objects of the love of 
the world to the subjective desire itself, and its actual manifestations.” 
But even apart from the fact that the assumption of such a change in the 
form is only a makeshift, the expression of the apostle himself is opposed to 
this; for had he not meant by way 7d év 7. x. something else than by ra év 76 x., 
he would have put the neuter plural here also. Besides, it must not be over- 
looked why the following, # énidvuia, «.7.2., could not be the apposition stating 
the sense of may r, év r.«, (Frommann, p. 269).8 Accordingly, the apostle 
means by this expression, all that forms the contents, i.e., the substance of 
the xéouog; its inner life, which animates it (Braune): in what this consists, 


1 Liicke groundlessly thinks the idea of 8 According to Ebrard, ray ro év 7. x, is a 


love must necessarily be weakened to that 
of “mere longing for,” if by xoamos the 
human world is understood. 

2 A combination of both interpretations: 
“Amor patris erga suos et filialis erga pa- 
trem” (Bengel), is clearly unjustifiable. 


resumption of ra év rt. k.; a8, however, he 
understands by it various kinds of conduct, 
etc., that idea is rightly interpreted by him. 
Myrberg agrees with the interpretation given 
above. 
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the following words state. 1 éavOvyia tie capkdc, x.7..]. Although the ideas 
émduuia and dAavoveia in themselves denote a. subjective disposition of man, 
yet several commentators think that here not this, but the objective things 
are meant, to which that subjective disposition is directed (Bengel, Russ- 
meyer, Lange, Ewald), or that the otherwise subjective idea disappears into 
the objective (De Wette), or at least that both the subjective and the objec- 
tive are to be thought of together (Lorinus, Briickner). But with the cor- 
rect conception of the ideas kécuoc and may 76 év 7H Koopw there is no apparent 
reason for such an arbitrary explanation, by which violence is done to the 
words of the apostle. — 4 ém@vuia ti¢ ocapxéc]. The genitive is here not 
the genitive of the object, but, as is the case with émvpyia! always in the 
N. T. (except 2 Pet. ii. 10; on Eph. iv. 22 comp. Meyer on this passage), 
the genitive of the subject, hence not “the desire directed towards the flesh,” 
but “the desire which the flesh, i.e., the corrupted sensual nature of man, 
cherishes, or which is peculiar to the flesh; comp. Gal. v. 17, 7 odpg émdupei. 
—Ebrard interprets, describing the genitive as that “of quality and refer- 
ence,” for which he wrongly appeals to Eph. iv. 22, 2 Pet. ii. 10: “the 
desire which occurs in the sphere of the flesh’;” the apostle scarcely con- 
ceived the idea so indefinitely. The idea may be taken in a broader or in 
a narrower sense; the first view in Lucke (“fleshly, sensuous desire in gen- 
eral, in contrast to mvetuars mepizareivy and dyecda; comp. Eph. ii. 8; 1 Pet. 
ii. 11”), De Wette, Neander, Diisterdieck ; in the second, the desire of sen- 
suality and drunkenness is specially understood; Augustine: desiderium 
earum rerum, quae pertinent ad carnem, sicut cibus et concubitus et cactera hujus- 
modi; similarly Grotius, Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, Besser, etc. ; Briick- 
ner limits the idea to “the lust of the flesh in the narrower sense;” Gerlach 
specially to every sort of pursuit of enjoyment;? and Ebrard to “sexual 
enjoyments.”8 The right explanation can be found only on the considera- 
tion of the following expression. — cal 7 émdvuia Tov do0aduar, i.e., “the 
desire that is inherent in the eyes, that is peculiar to them;” the expression is 
explained in this way, that the desire of seeing something is attributed to 
the sense of sight itself.4 This idea also is understood in a broader and 
in a narrower sense. As Liicke calls the eyes, “as it were, the principal 
gates of sensual desire for the external world,” he identifies this idea with 
the preceding one; De Wette does the same, interpreting it (in objective 
aspect): “what the eyes see, and by what sensual desire is excited.” The 
connection by kai, however, which is further followed by a second «ai, shows 
that the two ideas are to be definitely distinguished. Accordingly, most 


1 It is arbitrary for Ebrard to say: émOvpca 8 This explanation results for Ebrard from 


is here —as in John viii. 44; Rom. vii. 8; Gal. 
v. 16, ete. — “that which one lusts after,” 
which indeed he again cancels by translating 
the word by “dust.” 

2 Even Bengel takes the expression (while, 
however, he understands it of the objective 
things) in a narrower sense: “ Ka quibus pas- 
cuntur sensus, qui appellantur fruitivi: gustus 
et tactus.” 


the fact that he takes capé here =cwpa, and 
then describes the idea ‘ sensual” as identical 
with * sexual” (!). 

+ Ebrard strangely thinks that in this view 
the genitive o/@aAynov is regarded as objective 
genitive = ‘the desire for eyes, i.e., for enjoy- 
ment of the eyes.” 
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commentators justly regard é1), riv d90aauav as the description of a special 
sort of énwWvuia; thus (against De Wette) Briickner in subjective and objec- 
tive view, “the lust of the eyes, and, at the same time, that in which, as 
sensuous and earthly, the eyes delight.” Two different interpretations are 
found with a more exact definition. Very many commentators, as Luther, 
Socinus, Grotius, Hornejus, Estius, Lorinus, Wolf, Clarius, Paulus, Semler, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Gerlach, etc.,! hold, though with some modifications, 
the expression to be substantially synonymous with meovegia, avaritia. On 
behalf of this interpretation, appeal is made principally to several passages 
of the O. T., and especially to Eccles. iv. 8, v. 10; Prov. xxiii. 5, xxvii. 20; 
but erroneously, for even though the eye of the covetous or avaricious man 
looks with pleasure on his treasures, and eagerly looks out for new ones, still 
the possession or acquirement of wealth is to him the chief thing; the striv- 
ing for it, however, is not expressed by the phrase émiupia tiv dp0aduer. 
Still less justifiable is the explanation of Ebrard, who partly agrees with 
those commentators, but regards the idea of “avarice” as too narrow; and, 
with an appeal to passages such as Ps. xvii. 11, liv. 9, xci. 8, xcii. 12; Prov. 
vi. 17, etc., maintains that by 7 ém0. r. 690. is meant “the whole sphere of 
the desires of selfishness, envy, and avarice, of hatred and revenge (!).” 
Other commentators, on the contrary, retain the reference to the pleasure 
of mere sight, but limit this too much to dramatic performances, etc.; thus 
Augustine : omnis curiositas in spectaculis, in theatris ; similarly, Neander and 
others. Such a limitation, however, is arbitrary; accordingly, others refer 
the expression to other objects of sight;?-but it is more correct to take the 
reference to these things in a quite general way, and, with Spener, to inter- 
pret “all sinful desire by which we seek delight in the seeing itself” (so 
also Braune) ; besides, it is to be observed that 4 ém@uuia r. 600. is not the 
desire for wealth, etc., which is excited by the sight (Rickli and others),3 
but the desire of seeing unseemly things, and the sinful pleasure which the 
sight of them affords.4 Thus, this idea is quite exclusive of the éméuyia tie 
oapxéc; if the latter is taken quite generally, then the lust of the eyes is a 
particular species of it, which the apostle specially mentions in order to meet 
the idea that the desire of seeing any thing can have nothing sinful in it. 
But, having regard to the simple juxtaposition of the ideas by «ai, it is more 
correct to suppose that John conceived the ém0. ri¢ capxd¢ not in that general 
sense, but in the particular sense of the “lust for wealth and immoderate 
enjoyment,” so that the two ideas stand to one another in the relation not 
of subordination, but of co-ordination, both being subordinate to the general 
idea of éniupia,— Kai 9 ddagoveia tod Biov]. dAagoveia is usually translated by 


1 Sander also explains it of avarice, but 
would not exclude the cwriositas in spectacu- 
lis, ete.; regarding this, however, as merely 
collateral, 

2 Thus Calvin: ‘Tam libidinosos conspec- 
tus comprehendit, quam vanitatem, quae in 
pompis et inani splendore vagatur.”’ 

§ Rickli interprets: ‘the low, sensual style 
of thought, in so far as this is excited and 


fostered by the sight.’? Diisterdieck under- 
stands by it specially covetousness and avarice; 
but at the same time observes that every sort 
of desire may be excited by the eye. 

# Bengel extends the idea beyond the limit 
which lies in the expression itself, when he 
explains: “Ea, quibus tenentur sensus in- 
vestigativi: oculus, sive visus, auditus et 
olfactus.” 
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superbia, ambitio (Socinus: ambitio in honoribus quaerendis ac sectandis), and 
by similar words, and thereby is understood ambition, together with the 
pride and haughty contempt for others which are frequently associated with 
it; thus Cyril interprets (Homil. Pasch., xxvii.): ddatoveiav 7. B. dnot tov 
dioudtov trepoyyy kai 7d Hpuévov trpoc kara ye tyunv ai ddgav. Thereby, however, 
its peculiar meaning is not assigned to the word. In the N. T. dratoveia 
only appears in Jas. iv. 16 (in the plural); the adjective Gadgo» in Rom. 
i. 30 and 2 Tim. iii. 2, in close connection with trepqeavoc, from which, how- 
ever, it does not follow that the idea of ambition, thirst for glory, etc., is 
contained in it, but only that the dia¢. is related to imepydavia; in James is 
meant thereby — according to the context — the haughtiness which overlooks 
the uncertainty of earthly happiness, and ostentatiously relies on its permanence. 
In the same sense = ostentatious pride in the possession, whether real or pre- 
tended, of earthly good things, such as happiness, power, knowledge, etc., the 
word appears also in the Apocrypha of the O. T.; comp. Wisd. v. 8, xvii. 7; 
2 Mace. ix. 8, xv. 6. In classical Greek davoveia has almost always the col- 
lateral meaning of the unreality of proud ostentation,? which has obtained in 
Hellenistic usage only in so far that the idea here also always refers to some- 
thing by its very nature worthless and trifling, and in this way certainly in- 
cludes a delusion or unreality. This meaning is to be retained here also, as 
is rightly done by Liicke, Sander, Besser, Braune;* for examples in the Scrip- 
tures, comp. 1 Chron. xxii. 1 ff.; Eccles. ii. 1 ff.; Ezek. xxviii. 16, 17; 
Dan. iv. 27; Rev. xvii. 4, xviii. 7, etc. The genitive rod Biov serves for the 
more particular definition of the idea; Bioc signifies in the N. T. either 
“temporal life” (1 Tim. ii. 2; 1 Pet. iv. 3, Rec.), or more commonly “the 
support of life, the means” (chap. iii. 17; Mark xii. 44; Luke viii. 43, xv. 
12, 30, xxi. 4); it never has the meaning “conduct of life” (Ebrard). 
Following Polyb., Hist., vi. 576: 4 mepi trod¢ Biove cAatoveta Kat moAvrédeta, ib is 
appropriate to take @ioc here in the second meaning, and the genitive as 
objective genitive (so Liicke) ; as, however, capxéc¢ and d¢dadyov are subjective 
genitives, it is much more correct to take Giov also as subjective genitive, 
and accordingly to interpret “the ddagoveia peculiar to the Pioc;” in the 
expression dJovai rob Biov, Luke viii. 14, rod Biov may also be the objective 
genitive, thus: “the pleasures which refer to the ioc, the temporal good ;” 
but more probably it is the subjective genitive here also, especially if it be 
connected with the preceding ideas (see Meyer on this passage), thus, “the 
pleasures peculiar to the present life.” 4 


1 Calvin: ‘‘Fastus aut superbia, cui con- 
juncta est ambitio, jactantia, aliorum contemp- 
tus, coecus amor sui, praeceps confidentia.” 

2 Theophr., Charact. 23: mpoomoingis tus 
ayabay ovK ovtwy mpos Sofav; Plato, Phaedr.: 
€fus mpoomountiKy ayabod 7 ayabwv Tov py 
umapxovtwy; antithesis of cipwvea. , 

8 With this view Neander, Gerlach, and 
Diisterdieck substantially agree also; yet their 
paraphrases do not keep precisely enough 
within the definite limits of the extent of the 
idea, as they include ostentation, ambition, 


etc.; a definite distinction between this idea 
and émdvyia. is requisite. — Augustine not in- 
accurately describes the aAa¢gwy thus: ‘‘ jactare 
se vult in honoribus, magnus sibi videtur, sive 
de divitiis, sive de aliqua potentia.” Ebrard 
wrongly denies that according to Hellenistic 
usage the element of pride is contained in the 
idea adAagoveia; neither in classical nor in 
Hellenistic usage has the word the meaning 
“luxury,” which he maintains for it. 

4 The commentators for the most part 
express themselves somewhat vaguely. De 
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REMARK. — It has almost become traditional to find the modes of appearance 
of the evil fully stated in this threefold form, corresponding to the triplicity 
which appears in the Greek writers, as in Pythag. Clinias: gAqdovia pév év rai¢ 
dnodabaeot taic¢ Sa oGpuatoc, TAEovesia dé év TO Kepdaivery, piAodogia dé év TH Kaburrepéxev 
tov lowv te kal ouviwy; for other expressions, see Wetstein.1 This threefold form, 
it has been thought, is found both in the fall, and again in the temptation of 
Christ; thus Bede, following Augustine, says: Per haec tria tantum cupiditas 
humana tentatur ; per haec tria Adam tentatus est et victus; per haec tentatus 
est Christus et vicit ; while a Lapide finds expressed in it even the contrast with 
the three Persons in the divine Trinity.2— Bengel opposes this view, and makes 
such a distinction between the é70. ti¢ capxoc and the é70, Tr. 690., that he refers 
the former to the sensus fruitivi, the latter to the sensus investigativi, but says 
of the dialoveia 7. 8.: arrogantia vitae est, quae cupiditatem foras educit et 
longius in mundum diffundit, ut homo velit quam plurimus esse in victu, cultu, 
ete.; and then observes: non concidunt cum his tribus tria vitia cardinalia: 
voluptas, avaritia, superbia ; sed tamen in his continentur. By the last clause 
Bengel shows, however, ‘‘ that there is a trace of that scheme to be found even 
in him” (Diisterdieck), — Liicke has more decidedly expressed himself against 
it, inasmuch as he finds in that threefold form only “the three chief points 
of worldly lust’’ (according to the first edition, only ‘‘as examples’’) ; and, 
moreover, the points ‘‘in which it proceeds from the sensual desire to the 
climax of the dAafoveia.”” But Liicke’s own interpretation of the particular 
ideas is opposed to such a progress, as he makes the first two ideas to coincide 
in regard to their substance, and thus no progress takes place.from the one 
émiOvuia to the other, nor is it, besides, in any way hinted at by the apostle. — 
Licke rightly contends that particular leading vices are the subject here; not 
individual vices, but the leading forms (Liicke) ;? or, as Briickner says, the 
leading tendencies of worldly sense are stated by the apostle in that threefold 
form. But in what relation do these stand to one another? According to 
Diisterdieck, the éi@vuia ti¢ capkog forms the superior idea, to which the two 
other ideas, as mutually co-ordinate, are in subordination: ‘‘ The first-mentioned 
lust of the flesh, the most comprehensive and thorough description of the love 
of the world (ver. 15), embraces both the lust of the eyes and the pride of life.”’ 
This is incorrect. For, on the one hand, the dyary to the kéopuoc is not to be 
identified with the ém@vuia ti¢ capkoc, as the latter rather describes the inner 
nature of the xéouoc; the apostle warns against that love, because in the xoopo¢ 


Wette explains: ‘the enjoyment, combined 
with pride of (earthly) life (not: of the good 
things of life) ;’? Braune says that the genitive 
is to be taken as subjective genitive, and then 
interprets: “the genitive 7, Biov signifies the 
side on which ostentatious pride usually 
appears;’’ Ewald translates: ‘swindling in 
money,” which is not only indefinite, but even 
unjustifiable. 

1 Ebrard justly denies that a division of sin 
as such is to be sought for here; but his own 
view, that in that threefold form there is given 
a distribution of worldly conduct in its entire 
extent, and in this way, that first the relation 
of man to his own bodily and sensual nature 
is expressed, then the egotistical opposition 


to his fellow-men, and finally, his relation to 
them and complication with them, is, as resting 
on a false interpretation of the particular ideas, 
just as little to be justified. 

2 The counterpart of these three forms of 
the sinful life is, according to a Lapide, the 
three primariae virtutes ; continentia, chari- 
tas, humilitas, which coincide very exactly 
with the three monastic vows of chastity, 
poverty, and obedience. 

8 When Liicke calls those three not merely 
the leading forms, but also the principles and 
sources of the worldly sense, this is not 
correct; for the worldly sense does not spring 
from the émiévuia, x.7.A., but the latter is the 
living motion of the former. 


CHAP. II. 17. 525 


__ the ém§vpuia which is not of God dominates; the thought that is to be supplied 
is this, that love to the xdoyoc necessarily implies an entrance into its nature; 
and, on the other hand, the apostle’s form of expression is utterly opposed to 
such a subordination; the two first-mentioned forms of worldly sense are by the 
same appellation ér§upia closely connected with each other, and distinguished 
from the third, which is not called émdvuia, but dAagoveia;1 it is unsuitable, 
however, to regard the latter as émiQuuia; éniOvuia is the desire directed to the 
attainment of any good —the lust for something (not exactly the lust or delight 
in any thing), but the ddacoveia is a definite behavior in regard to the good 
which one possesses. The worldly man stands in a double relationship to the 
perishable good things; on the one hand, he aspires after them, whether he 
wants to possess and enjoy them or to delight himself with looking at them; on 
the other hand, he fancies himself great in them when he has them as his own. 
— That the whole sphere of sinful life is not here surveyed, Luther has noticed 
when he says: ‘‘ The following three things are not of the Father, viz.: 
(1) hatred of the brethren; (2) the three idols of the world; (8) false and 
seductive teaching.’? — Sander also brings out the same trichotomy of sinful 
corruption, appealing for it to chap. ii. 2-12, where the subject is the first, to 
vv. 15-17, where it is the second, and to ver. 19 ff., where it is the third. The 
apostle certainly mentions these different modes of the appearance of sin; but 
that the organism of the Epistle rests on this, is an assertion that goes too far. 


The following words, ov« éorwv éx tod marpdc, x.7.A.. express the anti-divine 
character of the worldly nature of the ém@uyia, x.7.A.— math, a8 in ver. 15; 
koouoc here quite in the same sense as before. —eiva: é« is, according to 
Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius, De Wette, not the description of the origin, | 
but only of the connection and similarity; by this view, however, the depth 
of John’s conception is ignored; the expression rather embraces both, but 
the second only as the result of the first (so also Ebrard); comp. John 
viii. 44. — By the addition of dA’ é rod xéopov éori the antagonism between 
God and the world, as the source of the ungodly disposition, is brought out 
with peculiar distinctness. 

Ver. 17 adds a new element to the preceding, whereby the exhortation 
of ver. 15 is strengthened and confirmed. —xkal 6 xéouo¢ mapéyera is frequently 
taken by commentators, with an appeal to 1 Cor. vii. 31, as an expression 
of the transitoriness of the world; either the present being changed into the 
future (Bede: mundus transibit, quum in die judicii per ignem in meliorem 
mutabitur figuram, ut sit coclum novum et terra nova), or the peculiar nature of 
the world being regarded as described in it (Oecumenius: ra koomexd émcdvp7- 
pata obk Eye Td pévov Te Kal Eordc, GAAd mapdyerat) ; Diisterdieck combines both; 
the apostle, according to him, expresses a truth “which holds good with ever 
present meaning, and which will thereby show itself some time in fact” (so 
also Ebrard and Braune). But ver. 8 and the following éoyarn wpa toriv 
make it more than probable that the apostle here also uses mapayera: in the 
consciousness of the approaching second advent of Christ and the judgment 


1 Frommann (p. 270 ff.) justly remarks that desire, and the dAagovela the action, which in 
the two leading forms are the émdvuia and the attainment of the object desired has already 
the dAagoveia; that the émOvuia signifies the found its satisfaction. 
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on the xéouoc which is connected with it, thus, “the world is in the state of dis- 
appearing ;” in 1 Cor. vii. 31, mapaye 7d oxjpya Tod Kdopov TobTov is said with 
the same feeling. — cat  émiOvuia abrov]. With the world passes away also 
the émévuia which dwells in it; whereby the apostle briefly refers to the 
threefold form previously named: airod is not genitive of the object (Liicke, 
Neander, Sander, Besser), but of the subject (Diisterdieck, Braune); though 
there is mention previously of: an ayundv rév kéopuov, yet there is none of an 
ériouuia directed towards the xdopo¢; the contrary view rests on an erroneous 
interpretation of kécuoc.—6 6? moldv 7d HéAnua Tod Oecd, antithesis to 6 Kdopoe, 
which in its émévyia does not do the will of God. It is true, “6 nargp” is 
previously put as antithesis to the xéouoc, but it does not follow from this 
that the antithesis here is not to be taken as fully corresponding, and “ ém- 
duuov” to be taken out of émdvpia (Liicke); the appearance of this arises 
only from the fact that «éouoc is taken as something concrete. The expres- 
sion used by the apostle is synonymous with 6 dyaxév tov Oedv; for the doing 
of the divine will is the effect of love to Him. — péve: ei¢ rdv aidva, antithesis 
of xapayerar; the expression signifies, as frequently, eternal, infinite endur- 
ance, comp. John vi. 51, 58, viii. 385, ete. That John regarded this abiding 
forever as the eternally happy life in the fellowship of God, is certain, but is 
not contained in the expression.! To the xéoyoe is assigned @avaroc, to the 
children of God (a7 aldvie. 

Vv. 18-27. Warning against the antichrists, whose presence shows that 
the last hour has come. Description of them, and exhortation to believers 
to continue in that which they have heard from the beginning, combined 
with the testimony that they have known the truth. — This section stands 
in closest connection with the preceding one; for, in the first place, the pre- 
ceding exhortation is occasioned by the thought that it is éoyarn dpa, as is 
evidenced by the appearance of the dytiyp:oro.; and, in the second place, the 
évrixptorot, of whom the apostle treats here, are, as it is put in chap. iv. 5, 
&k TOU KOOKOV. 

Ver. 18. The appearance of the avriypiora shows that the last hour has 
come. — radia; not an address to the children (see on vy. 12-14), but to all 
readers.2 — éoydéry dpa éoti]. esoyatn dpa may be the whole Christian era from 
the incarnation of Christ to His second advent. In the O. T. prophecy the 
appearance of the Messiah was promised 0°) M83 (Isa. ii. 2; Hos. iii. 
5; Mice. iv. 1, LXX.: éy raic éoyaraw uépae; comp. also Acts ii. 16). 
Hence arose among the Jews the distinction of the two eras: M7 pdiy (aldv 
ovro¢) and S37 diy (aldv uéAdwv), the former the time up to the appearance 
of the Messiah, the latter embracing the Messianic time itself. —In the 
N. T. are found, partly the former idea that Christ has appeared in the Jast 


1 Ebrard arbitrarily explains that by aidy 
is to be understood “the son which will 
begin with the visible establishment in glory 
of Christ’s kingdom on earth,” and that 6 
Toy... eis T, almva therefore means: ‘‘ he 
who does the will of God shall remain till the 
establishment of the kingdom of Christ — he 


will be permitted to see the victory of Christ’s 
kingdom.”’ 

2 For the contrary, Ebrard appeals to the 
peculiarly childlike character of this section; 
but plainly this bears no other character than 
the whole Epistle, of which Ebrard himself says 
that it could only be understood by adults. 
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time (Heb. i. 1; 1 Pet. i. 20), partly also the distinction of these two periods, 
but in this way, that the aidv oiroc does not close with the first appearance of 
Christ, but only with his parousia, which coincides with the ovrrétea tod 
aidvoc; comp. Mark x. 80; Luke xx. 34, 35; Eph. i. 21.— Inasmuch as the 
period which begins with the birth of Christ is now the last preceding 
the ovvréAea, it may be described by the expression éoxdrn dpa, as Calvin says: 
ultimum tempus, in quo sic complentur omnia, ut nihil supersit praeter ultimam 
Christi revelationem. This view is the customary one with the older com- 
mentators ; Semler agrees with it, but the context is opposed to it; on the 
one hand, it results from vv. 8 and 17 that the apostle is writing with a 
presentiment of the parousia of Christ; and, on the other hand, the conclu- 
sion of this verse : édev, «.7.2., shows that the apostle cannot here mean the 
whole period extending from the first appearance of Christ to His second 
coming, but only a distinct time in it, namely, the time immediately pre- 
ceding its termination; in favor of this also is the usus loquendi of the N. T.; 
comp. 2 Tim. iii. 1; Jas. v. 3; 1 Pet. i.5; 2 Pet. iii. 3; along with which 
it is to be observed, that, especially in the Gospel of John, the day of judg- 
ment is called 4 juépa éoyary. Liicke, Neander, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ger- 
lach, Erdmann, Myrberg, Ebrard, etc., have therefore rightly interpreted the 
expression as a description of this time. The hesitation to admit that 
the apostle was mistaken in his expectation of the nearness of the advent, 
has given rise to many a false interpretation. Socinus and Grotius think 
that éoydry dpa is the time immediately preceding the destruction of Jerusalem ; 
this view approximates to that of Diisterdieck, according to which the last 
time before the commencement of the xpiow is meant, which had its begin- 
ning at the destruction of Jerusalem. But the scruple is not overcome by 
this, for chap. ii. 28 shows that John regarded the mapovoia of the Lord as 
near, and not as distant, just as the other apostles, and especially also Paul, 
according to 1 Thess. iv. 15, in view of which even Diisterdieck finds him- 
self compelled to admit this; Besser urges the want of the article, and 
translates “a last time,” i.e., the time before a special revelation of the 
judicial glory of Christ, in which the last hour before the universal final 
judgment is prefigured; but it is well known that the article is often want- 
ing just with ideas which are definite in themselves; to which it may be 
added that the idea of such a succession of different epochs, which are to 
be regarded as special revelations of the judicial power of Christ, is nowhere 
found expressed in the N. T.1 Oecumenius regarded it as likely that, éoyarn 
here is used = yewpiory; this explanation is found in Schoettgen (tempora 
periculosa, pessima et abjectissima), Carpzov, and others (similarly Paulus: 
it is a late, i.e., dark, and ever growing worse, time); whereas the distinc- 
tion between these ideas is perfectly clear from 2 Tim. iii. 1: é éoyarau 


1 Braune, who speaks of Calvin’s view and even a historical reference to the parousia of 
that of Besser as‘ worthy of notice,” expresses Christ, as the beginning of the second era 
himself somewhat vaguely when he says: of the world, but no chronological reference 
“The expression écyatn wpa is to be taken to the date of the commencement of this 
prophetically, eschatologically, and has a value parousia,” Clearly a quite arbitrary asser- 
connected with the history of the kingdom, tion. 
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juépate évorqaovrat xawpot yaderoi.1 The result of an impartial exegesis there- 
fore remains, that, as the other apostles, John also expected that the advent 
of the Lord would soon take place.? It was only when the first generation 
of believers was already dead, without that expectation having been ful- 
filled, that in the consciousness of Christians the period till the coming of 
the Lord extended to an indefinitely distant limit, without, however, extin- 
guishing the hope of His speedy advent; comp. 2 Pet. iii. 4 if.; but that later 
still, the time which began with the appearance of false teachers was 
regarded as the Jast, is proved by Ignatius, Ep. ad Eph., c. xi.— nai kadd¢ 
jxovoare, x.7.A,]. With the observation that it is the last time, the apostle 
connects the other, that in accordance with what his readers have heard, 
that the dvtixpuoroe would come, many drtixpioro: have already come. Bengel 
supplies before xafdc, “et ita est,” and after xai, “adeo” (et ita est, sicut 
audistis, nempe antichristum venire: atque adeo jam multi, etc.) ; these supple- 
ments are, however, unnecessary, for the «ai before viv is not the simple 
copula, but serves to mark the appearance of the dvriypioro as a fact corre- 
sponding to the «ada qxobcare, x.7.A.: “as ye have heard, etc., so, accordingly, 
many avtixptoto are even now actually appearing.” ® Kaba¢ nxovcate, namely, by 
the apostolic declaration which had been communicated to his readers 
(comp. vy. 7, 24) either by John, or even earlier, by Paul especially, accord- 
ing to Semler by Jewish teachers, who were spreading false rumors of the 
end of the world (!). re (6) avrixpiotoc épyerar Kal, «.7.A.]. The present épyetar 
is put for the future; it marks what is still future as a certainly occurring 
event. Ebrard incorrectly translates épyera by “is to come;” even in the 
passages cited by him, chap. iv. 3; Matt. xi. 3; Gospel of John xvi. 13; 
Rey. i. 8 (why not i. 4?), éoyec@a does not express simply the idea of the 
future ; besides, Ebrard interprets correctly: “will one day appear.” — The 
prophecy that before Christ comes (hence before His parousia) Antichrist 
will come, accordingly formed a part of the apostolic preaching, although it 


1 Peculiar, but artificial, is Bengel’s inter- 
pretation, which, moreover, rests on the false 


the course of history, it cannot be any reproach 
on them if they cherished the hope that the 


opinion that the children are here specially 
addressed: “ultima, non respectu omnium 
mundi temporum sed in antitheto puerulorum 
ad patres et ad juvenes, Tres omnino horae 
erant, quarum una post aliam et inchoavit, et 
conjunctim continuato cursu ad finem se ineli- 
navit. Patrum itemque juvenum hora statim 
absoluta fuit. Hine puerulis Johannes dicit: 
ultima hora est. Hac ultima hora nos etiam- 
num vivimus omnes.” 

2 In opposition to the ‘ prejudice” that the 
apostles regarded the advent as so near, Sander 
thinks that they could not possibly have im- 
agined that ‘‘ all the great changes, transforma- 
tions, and developments,” to which 2 Thess. 
iii. 8, Rom. xi. 25, 26, Luke xxi, 24-26, allude, 
could be accomplished within a generation. 
But could not important events take place 
within a comparatively short period? As it 
was not the business of the apostles to foresee 


longed-for coming of the Lord would soon 
occur, especially as they formed out of this 
hope no peculiar doctrine, and did not venture 
to determine the time and the hour, The 
certainly extravagant assertion of Ebrard, 
that it would have been contrary to the order 
of God’s economy of revelation, if John, at 
the time when he wrote his Epistle, had not 
expected the second advent of Christ in the 
near future, rests entirely on Ebrard’s views 
of the Apocalypse, from the visions of which, 
according to him, it could only be clear to the 
apostle for the first time that the épyoua of 
the Gospel of John xxi. 22 is to be understood 
of the coming of the Lord in a vision. 

3 Diisterdieck : ‘ With the expectation dr: 6 
avruxp. épx., founded on the apostolic teaching, 
corresponds the fact already begun: avzcxp, 
ToAAoL yeyovacuy.” 
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is not contained in the last discourses of Christ that have been handed down 
to us, for the pevdonpoppra: and the wevddypicru, whose appearance Christ 
foretells, are not to be identified with the dvriypsoroc. — According to the 
view which has prevailed from antiquity, the dvriypcorog and the moAAol avri- 
xpeoroe are to be distinguished in this way, that the latter are only the 
mpodpuuot Of the former, in which for the first time the antichristian spirit 
which already animates them will be revealed in his full perfection and 
energy. Bengel, deviating from this, takes the expression dyrtizpicro¢ as a 
collective idea: ubi Joh. antichristum, vel spiritum antichristi, vel deceptorem et 
antichristum dicit, sub singulari numero, omnes mendaces et veritatis inimicos 
innuit. Antichristus pro antichristianismo, sive doctrina, et multitudine hominum 
Christo contraria dicitur; with this interpretation, Lange, Baumgarten-Cru- 
sius, Besser, and Myrberg agree. But neither here nor in iv. 1 ff. does John 
say that antichrist has already come; here he merely indicates the fact that 
ToAAol avriypiotot yeyévaowv a8 corresponding to the announcement of the com- 
ing of antichrist, and in the other passage it is merely stated that many wevdo- 
TpogiTra are gone out into the world, and that the mvedya of antichrist is 
already in the world. In the passage 2 John 7, “it is true that the explana- 
tory clause, ovto¢ éotw 6 mAdvoc Kal 6 dvtixptotoc refers so directly to the preced- 
ing noA2oi xAavo,” that it appears that “the identity is thereby indicated” 
(Ist ed.); but this direct connection may, no doubt, be explained in this 
way, that he who speaks through the many is, according to John, no other 
than the one antichrist; and even though John “neither describes the dyzi- 
xptoror as the mpddpouo, nor the dvrixpioroc as the one in whom the principle 
that animates them is concentrated in highest potency,” it is to be remem- 
bered that John is speaking of the antichrist here, not in doctrinal aspect, 
but only in order to show by the heretics, whom he calls dvtiypiora, that the 
nveopa of antichrist is already év 76 xéouy. The name drtixproroc is not found 
in the Scriptures outside of the First and Second Epistles of John; only in 
the later ecclesiastical literature does it appear frequently.— That the pre- 
fixed dvr: does not express the substitutionary reference (as in dvriBaouebe), 
but the reference of antagonism, is with justice now commonly recognized ; 
but the prevailing translation, “enemy of Christ,” is grammatically inaccu- 
rate, as in substantive compounds formed with dv7 (in the antagonistic sense), 
the substantive is an object which by dvr: is described as standing in opposi- 
tion to an object of the same kind. Thus, an dyridsAdoogo¢ is not an 
“opponent of philosophy ” (Ebrard), or of philosophers, but a philosopher 
who is opposed to other philosophers, a hostile philosopher; comp. dy7i- 
MAXNThS, avTimadalorhc, avrimodc, avrippyor, avrippowa, x.t.A.2 Accordingly, 6 avri- 


1 Weiss justly maintains, against From- 2 From this it is clear that the rule laid 


mann and Reuss, according to whom John 
has spiritualized or confused the dogma of 
antichrist, that he in no way denies the reality 
of the antichrist, although Weiss thinks that 
John regards the prophecy of the antichrist as 
fulfilled in this, that the spirit of antichrist has 
come into the world, and 1n the false teachers 1s 
denying the fundamentals of Christian truth, 


down by Liicke, that ‘the word compounded 
with avru is the object of the opposition,’ can 
by no means hold good for all compounds with 
av7t, inasmuch as the examples adduced by: 
Liicke—ayripprov axpov, avTiBdperos, avTHALos, 
avt.@vpos —are not substantives; and, in the 
second place, avt. does not express in them 
the idea of hostile antagonism. 
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ypiorog does not mean generally, the enemy of Christ, but the “ opposition 
Christ,” i.e., that enemy of Christ’ who, under the false pretence of being the 
real Christ, seeks to destroy the work of Christ.1 Almost all commentators 
have correctly supposed that John understands by this enemy the same as 
Paul speaks of in 2 Thess. ii. 3; the features which appear in the descrip- 
tion of the Apostle Paul and in the statements of John correspond too 
closely to permit of this being doubted; according to both, his appearance 
in the Church is preceded by a falling away (John says in ver. 19, of the 
antichrists: é& fudv &7200v; Paul in ver. 38 speaks of an drocracia connected 
with his droxadvpic); both ascribe to him a God-opposing, wicked nature 
(Paul calls him 6 évéperoe¢ tie duaptiac, 6 dvouoc; John puts the rveipa rod dvyte- 
xpiorov in antithesis to the’ rvedua tod cod, and says of the antichrists who 
are animated by the former, that they are é« roi xécuov); both characterize 
him as a liar, who seeks to establish the lie against the truth; according to 
both, he appears in the last time before the parousia of Christ. Even the 
names correspond with each other; for, even though the name dvrixpicro¢ 
contains an important feature which is not expressed in the name 6 dvruxei- 
pevoc, yet this very feature comes out so distinctly in the Pauline description, 
that it is clear how suitable John’s appellation of that enemy is; when, 
namely, Paul describes him as the av@pwmog tic duapriac, and afterwards says 
of him that he dzodeixvucn éavtiv, dre 27) Oed¢, this points to the fact that he 
will represent himself as the incarnate God, and this is just what is indicated 
in the name dvriypcotoc. 


REMARK.—On the various views of the antichrist, see Liinemann on 
2 Thess. ii. 1-12, p. 204 ff., and Diisterdieck on this passage. — The Greek 
Fathers regard the antichrist usually as a man who, as an instrument of the 
Devil, imitates the true Christ, comp. Hippolyt., De Consummat Mundi, ec. vi. 
14, c. xlviii.; Cyril, Catech. xv.; yet there is also found the incorrect view that he 
is the incarnate Devil himself (comp.,Theodoret, Epit. Div. Decret., c. xxiii., and 
Comment. in Dan., ii.; Hippolyt. c. xxii.). — Like the parousia of Christ, so the 
appearance of antichrist also belongs still to the future: of antichrists, as they 
had appeared in the time of John, there has never since been any lack; but the 
antichrist has not yet come, and it was equally arbitrary for Grotius to regard 
Barkochba, or others Mohammed, or Luther the Pope, or Catholics Luther, and 
so on, as antichrist. — Not merely rationalistic writers, but also Liicke, De 
Wette, Neander, and others, distinguish form and idea in John’s representation 
of the future appearance of the antichrist. As the fundamental idea, they 
regard the thought, that, equally with the development of Christianity, the evil 
will gradually increase more and more in its contest against Christ, until at last, 
when it has attained its highest summit, it will be completely conquered by the 
power of Christ. As the form, they regard the representation that this highest 
energy of the evil will finally appear in one single person. For such a 


1 While Briickner agrees with the explana- tence” does not lie in the word itself, but 
tion given here, it is opposed by Braune; but certainly in the fact, since there is only one 
he does not pay attention to the grammatical Christ; it is different in the case of the word 
vindication. Besides, it is to be observed that avTipiAdaopos. 
the more particular definition of ‘false pre- 
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distinction it is difficult, however, to show any justification, as Scripture itself 
gives no suggestion of it; it is therefore rightly rejected by Diisterdieck, Braune, 
Briickner. 


In the words kat viv dvrixporon modo? yeyévacw, the apostle mentions the 
fact in which the expectation, 61: 6 dvrixpioroc Epyerat, is beginning to be real- 
ized. The dvrixpiora are the heretics who accept the lie described in ver. 22; 
but they bear that name because the rvedua tod dvttypiorov animates them, 
and thus the antichrist himself is already revealing himself in them.  yey0- 
vasw is not = coeperunt esse (Erasmus), but ‘they have become,” i.e., they 
are already in existence. By means of the subordinate clause é¢ev ywooxo- 
pev, «.7.4., the connection between the two first parts of the verse is to be 
recognized. 

Ver. 19. Relation of the dvtixpioro. to the Christian Church. —é juév 
eeqrbav, GAM ob« Hoar & judv]. On the form of the second aorist with a, see 
Winer, p. 71 (E. T., 73).— By juav we are not to understand the Jews 
(Grotius, Eichhorn, Rickli), nor the apostles (S. Schmid, Spener, Besser, 
and others), but Christians in general, as the Church of Christ.1 27A0av is 
taken by several commentators = prodicrunt (Vulgate, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Erdmann, and others), finding the idea of origin expressed in it: this is 
incorrect; the following peyevqxeccav shows that it is rather to be taken in 
the sense of secessio (so Augustine, Bede, Erasmus; and among the moderns, 
Liicke, Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Braune, and others). By the emphatic posi- 
tion of 2& quév it is brought out that the antichrists were previously ped’ quar, 
and belonged therefore to the Christian Church. How far this separation 
had been formally accomplished, John does not say; but it is contained in 
éspapav that they had taken up an antagonistic position, not merely to the 
apostolic doctrine (Beza: ad mutationem non loci sed doctrinae pertinet), but 
to those who by their faithful observance of the unadulterated gospel proved 
themselves to be the children of God (as also Braune). — 4A’ ov« joav 2& 
nucv]. aad’ expresses the contrast to the preceding thought: although they 
went out from us (and therefore were connected with us), yet they were not 
of us. iva: éx expresses connection in the most complete reality, thus: they 
were not of us, viz., in such a way that they would have really belonged to 
us, a8 common members of one body, in which one soul lives; in contrast 
to which the elva wera contained in the following wepevqxeccav av ped? juav 
expresses the outward fellowship as distinguished from the former idea. 
Even here é« does not depart from its original meaning (see on ver. 16), for 
he only truly belongs to the Church of the Lord who in regard to his inner 
life has proceeded from it, i.e., from the Spirit ruling in it.2- The imperfect 


1 Ebrard finds himself compelled by his 
interpretation of macdia not to include in ynuets 


ethical relationship of those men who went 
out from the bosom of Christian fellowship, 


those addressed, but to say ‘‘the apostle puts 
himself and the Church in contrast to the 
little ones whom he addresses.” 

2 Diisterdieck: ‘‘ That those antichrists left 
the fellowship of the believers, follows from 
mepevnk. av we” Huy; but the original, inner, 


and fell away from it, is indicated by the 
different meaning in which the same phrase ¢£ 
Mev appears, on the one hand, with céAdav, 
with which penevyk., x.7.A., is to be combined ; 
and, on the other hand, in the expressions ov« 
joav eg nuov and ci yap hoav ef Hu. 
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joav embraces the whole previous period during which the antichristians 
were connected with the believers, and does not merely refer to the time 
immediately preceding their separation (Episcopius, Socinus). — That they 
were not é juev, John proves by the words, «i ydp hoav é quar, uevevjercav av 
yet? juov. The dvrixpioroe belonged therefore to the Christians for a while; 
they were yer’ abrav, although not é adrdy, for in this case they would also 
have remained per’ aitév. Here, too, John proceeds on the idea that the 
pévew is the evidence of the eiva. On the pluperfect without the augment, 
see Winer, p. 70 (E. T., 72). — dav iva gavepubdaw, «.7.1.]. cAaé refers 
back to 2éAeav, or to the thought, od peuevrfxace pel’ quar, “but they have 
not remained with us.” Less simply Diisterdieck interprets: “they have not 
remained with us, but (d244) they have been separated from us, in order 
that.” Such a double supplement is not necessary, for ddaa is not neces- 
sarily the antithesis of a negation. — By iva, «.1.4., it is not the result 
(Paulus), but the purpose, that is stated,—the purpose, namely, of their 
separation or not remaining, which was willed by God; the purpose is that 
_ it might be manifest that they are not é¢ juav. The connection of ¢avepw- 
@couv with the following érz ob« eiot mavtec é& quov is not quite regular; So- 
cinus construes od and révrec together: non omnes = nulli, i.e., nemo ex illis 
est ex nostro numero: this is incorrect; ob martec is not = nulli, but = nonnulli. 
De Wette rightly supposes the conjunction of two thoughts, viz., (1) iva 
gavepwij, bt ovK elol mavrec &E udv; and (2) iva davepwHdatvy, bre odK eioly 8 Hudv, 
only De Wette should have put the second thought first, for John’s imme- 
diate intention was, as the plural gavepwidow shows, to speak only of the 
dvrixpiora, but then he extends his idea so as to introduce the new subject 
mavrec; the sense is: it was to be made manifest in the dvriypiora that they 
were not —and therefore that all who were e#’ qudv were not — é judy (so 
also Braune).1— For the work of the Christian Church it is necessary that 
it shall be manifest who really belongs to it, and who does not; this xpiouc is 
the purpose for the sake of which God has so arranged it that those dvri- 
xpcorot Should go out: comp. with the idea in 1 Cor. xi. 19. 


REMARK. —In the words, ¢ jouw é& quov, peuergkeccav dv pel? quo, this 
thought is contained: He who really belongs to the Church never leaves it; he 
who leaves it shows thereby that he did not really belong to it. This confidence 
of the apostle in the preserving love of the Lord, and in the faithfulness of 
those whom He has saved, seems to be opposed to the idea brought out in 
Heb. vi. 4 ff., that even those who were once enlightened, and have tasted of 
the heavenly gift, and were made partakers of the Holy Ghost, etc., may fall 
away. But, as constantly in his Epistle, so here also John speaks absolutely, 
without taking into view the state of gradual development, from which, however, 
it does not follow that he does not recognize it. The one circumstance that he 
exhorts believers as such to abide in Christ, shows that he would not deny the 


1 Myrberg interprets: ‘‘Sed (egressi sunt) de nobis,’’ cannot serve to establish the idea 
ut manifesti redderentur; nam non omnes davepw0ao.v. According to Hilgenfeld, révres 
sunt de nobis;” but incorrectly, for (1) is to be referred only to the antichrists: ‘that 
pavepwOGow requires a more particular defi- they all were not of us;” but this is refuted 
nition; and (2) the idea: ‘non omnes sunt by the position of wavres. 
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possibility of their falling away; only it is — justly — certain to him that. he. 
who does not abide had not yet with his whole heart entered into the fellowship 
of the Lord, but even though touched by His love, and exhibiting the trace of 
love towards Him, had nevertheless not broken completely with the world. 
Ebrard thinks that the apostle means only, that temptation by this particular 
lie (namely, by Gnosticism) is only possible with those who in their inner being 
were previously strangers to Christianity; but even though John here speaks of 
particular antichrists, yet the general thought is at the basis of the words « 
joav uttered in reference to them; otherwise the apostle would have definitely 
pointed out the difference of these apostates from others to whom the word has 
no reference. — Augustine, Calvin, Beza, etc., find in the words a confirmation 
of their doctrine of predestination, but only by inserting in them ideas which 
are foreign to them, since the subject here is neither a donwm perseverantiae 
nor a distinction of the vocati and electi. 


Vy. 20, 21. Testimony that the believers, to whom the apostle writes, 
know the truth. — rai tueic ypioua éxere]. The apostle writes this neither as 
a captatio benevolentiae (Lange), nor as a justification of the brevity of his 
writing on the foregoing subject (a Lapide), nor for the purpose of quieting 
his readers, “ who at the appearance of so’ many antichrists might possibly 
be alarmed for the safety of their own faith” (Liicke), but in order to make 
the warning contained in his words in reference to the antichristian lie the 
more forcible; see on ver. 12.— Most commentators take «ai here as particula 
adversativa (so even De Wette; more cautiously, Liicke: “the logical rela- 
tionship of this verse to ver. 19 is that of an antithesis, therefore xai becomes 
logically adversative”’); the incorrectness of this view is recognized indeed 
by Diisterdieck and Ebrard, yet they maintain the antithetical reference of 
this verse to the preceding one; and of course in itself there is nothing 
against the supposition of a connection of adversative ideas by the simple 
copula; but that an adversative relationship occurs here is very much to be 
doubted, for the apostle did not now need to say to his readers that they, 
as such as have the ypioua, were in opposition to the antichrists, and, besides, 
in the sequel that idea is not further followed up. It is more suitable to 
the context, to connect the first part of this verse closely with the second, 
and in this two-claused sentence to find the presupposition stated for what 
is said in the following verse (so also Briickner). — ypioua appears in the 
N. T. only here and in ver. 27; according to Greek usus loquendi, it is 
the anointing oil; as in the O. T., for example, Exod. xxix. 7, xxx. 31. “In 
the O. T. the holy anointing oil is constantly the type of the Holy Spirit, 
both where anointing appears as a figurative action (besides the passages 
quoted, in 1 Sam. x. 1 ff., xvi. 18, 14) as well as where it appears in figura- 


suitable when the predicates exactly corre- 
spond with one another (e.g., they have ro 


1 By this, however, it is not meant that the 
apostle, when he turns to his readers with 


vuecs, does not contrast them at all with the 
antichrists, but only that he does not do it in 
this sense, that he wishes thereby to empha- 
size a contrast between them. Had the apostle 
intended this, he would certainly not have 
used kai, for in such antitheses cai is only 


veda TOU -avTixpioTov, and ye have 70 mvevya 
@cod); but even then, usually dé is used 
(comp. Matt. v. 21, 22, and many other 
passages), or no particle at all (comp. John 
iii. 31, etc.). 
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tive language (Ps. xlv. 8; Isa, lxi. 1). But that which in the O. T. is 
presented in type and shadow, in the N. T. has appeared in truth and sub- 
stance” (Besser); ypicua is therefore a symbolical expression for the Holy 
Spirit, as ypiev, moreover, is frequently used of the gift of the Holy Spirit; 
comp. Acts iv. 27, x. 38; 2 Cor. i. 21. With this most of the commen- 
tators agree, only that ypioua is usually incorrectly explained as the act 
“uncetio, anointing,” and this is then taken as a description of the Holy 
Spirit; so by Augustine, and even by De Wette, Ewald, Sander, and Erd- 
mann. It is erroneous to understand ypicua of the “true tradition about 
Christ, vividly transmitted, proceeding from the apostles” (Késtlin, p. 243), 
or of the working of the Holy Spirit (Didymus: charitas, quae diffunditur in 
cordibus nostris per spiritum sanctum; Socinus: divinum beneficium cognoscendi 
ipsas res divinas, quatenus homini est opus; Emanuel Sa: christianismus), or of 
the act in which the Spirit is given to Christians, thus of baptism (Ewald) 
or of confirmation. Oecumenius wrongly finds shere (éAuere dua tor Bartioua- 
To¢ TO Ypiopua Td iepdv, Kat did TObTOV Td Eic RdoaY THY GAnDELav ddnyodv bude Oeiov TYEdua) 
an allusion to the old custom of anointing the candidate for baptism; this 
custom does not belong to the apostolic age, but was probably first intro- 
duced by this passage, as Bengel has observed. It is, on the whole, less 
likely that John was here thinking of the communication of the Spirit by 
means of baptism, as is usually supposed, than that he was thinking of that 
by means of the preaching of the gospel (Diisterdieck), as in the whole 
context there is nothing to suggest the former.2 That Jolin uses just the 
word ypioua is not without meaning; as in the O. T. not only kings, but also 
priests and (sometimes) prophets were anointed, he reminds believers thereby 
“of their high honor, calling, office, and glory” (Sander).? If it be the case 
that there is also an allusion in it to the name of the Antichrist (Bengel, 
Diisterdieck), then the apostle wanted to bring out that believers in posses- 
sion of the ypicua are enabled to fully know the antichristian weidoc in its con- 


tradiction to the dAjdea; see ver. 21.—éyete dnd tov dyiov]. For éyere, in 


1 As Bengel thinks that this whole section 
is addressed to the children, he says: ‘‘ Kam 
unctionem spiritualem habent ta mada 
pueruli; namque cum baptismo, quem susce- 
perunt, conjunctum erat donum Spiritus s., 
cujus, significandi causa ex hoc ipso loco 
deinceps usu receptum esse videtur, ut oleo 
corpora baptizatorum ungerentur.’? — How in 
modern times this passage is misused as a 
proof of the post-apostolic origin of the 
Epistle, see the Introduction, sec. 3. 

2 As quite arbitrary interpretations, we 
may further mention here that of Semler and 
that of J. J. Hess (Flatt’s and Susskind’s 
Magaz., vol. xiv.); the former, on the false 
assumption that the Epistle is addressed 
especially to the presbyters also, explains 
xptopa by: legitima auctoritas docendi, and 
adds: xptoma est idem ac xdpiopa tllud, cujus 
auctor spiritus 8., yut per apostolos imperti- 


tur doctoribus ; and the latter understands by 
it the instruction which the churches of Asia 
Minor received about Antichrist through the 
Apocalypse. 

8 Neander: ‘That which in the Old Cove- 
nant was connected only with individuals to 
whom in some way the guidance of God’s 
people was intrusted, with individuals who 
thereby were singled out from the mass of the 
rest of the people, this under the New Cove- 
nant is connected with the people of God in 
general. ... There are therefore no longer 
among the people of God any such distinctions 
as there were in the Old Covenant between 
kings, prophets, priests, and people... . 
They are one kingly priestly race, whose 
nobility and high destination all share; all 
are prophets by virtue of that common en- 
lightenment by the Holy Spirit.” 
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ver. 27, éAaBere is put; the possession rests upon a reception, and this, 
indeed, dd rob dyiov ; 6 éytoc is—following the correct interpretation of ypioua 
—not the Holy Spirit (Didymus, Lorinus, Semler), but either God (Rickli, 
Besser, Neander: “dé indicates the source ;” which, however, is not always 
the case), comp. John xiv. 16; 1 Cor. vi. 19: rob dyiov nvebparoc, ob Exer 
dxé Qs0v, — or more probably, as most commentators think, Christ; comp. 
John xv. 26: 6 rapakdnroc, dv éyd réupw byiv apd tod matpoc¢; and John vi. 69, 
where Christ (according to the overwhelming authorities) is called 6 éy:0¢ tod 
Gov; in favor of which is the fact that John, in ver. 29, calls Christ dixazoc, 
and in chap. ili. 8, dyvoc (comp. also Acts iii. 14; Rev. iii. 7). — That the 
bestower of the xpioua is called by John 6 dywoc (whether it be God or Christ) 
arises from this, that the anointing with the Spirit is an act of making holy, 
i.e., of separation from the world; but he only can make holy who himself is 
holy. —xai oidate navra]. Bengel, according to the sense, explains «ai cor- 
rectly by et inde; the possession of the ypioua is the reason of the «idévac 
navta, —mavta is not masculine (Syrus: omnes; Bede: discernitis inter probos 
et improbos), but neuter. Calvin rightly says: omnia, non universaliter capi, 
sed ad praesentis loci circumstantiam restringi debet: still it must not be 
restricted merely to those things (quae sunt) necessaria agnoscendis anti- 
christis et cavendis illorum insidiis (Bengel), but it embraces along with these 
tiv dAjgecav in general (ver. 21); comp. John xiv. 26, xvi. 18: réoav riv daq- 
decav. In the possession of thé whole truth Christians are also enabled to 
distinguish lies and truth. 

Ver. 21. ov« éypapa iyiv does not refer to the whole epistle (Beza), but to 
that which is said of the antichrists; comp. ver. 26.2 — ére oi oidate tRy Grq- 
Geav, k.T.2.]. 67t = because (comp. vv. 12-14); the apostle does not want to 
teach the anointed Christians for the first time the truth which was revealed 
in Christ, but he is writing to them because they know it; a Lapide: non ut 
haec vos doceam, sed ut doctos confirmem. — kat bre av Wetdoc, x.7.Aa,]. This dre 
is not co-ordinate with the preceding one, but is dependent on oidare. Luther, 
correctly according to the sense: “but ye know it, and know that,” ete. — 
nav weddoc, quite generally, though with special reference to the antichristian 
doctrine; yeddoc: “not merely error, but lie” (De Wette) —the absolute 
antithesis of dAjdea; Lange quite arbitrarily thinks that the abstract is here 
put for the concrete: “that no false teacher can be a genuine Christian.” 
It is incorrect to take ray . . . ob as a Hebraism = ovdév; ob belongs rather to 
the predicate. —éx ripe dAndeiac obx Eort]. éx here also indicates the source, and 
does not express merely the connection (De Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius). 
Because the lie is not of the truth, so also it has no connection with it; 
Lorinus: ex vero non nisi verum sequitur, et verum vero consonat. Whence 
the lie, which is not é« ric dAnbeiac, originates, Christ says in John viii. 44: 
The truth is from God, who is Himself the truth; the lie from the Devil, 
who is not in the truth. 


1 The genuinely Catholic interpretation of quae pertinent ad doctrinae christianae veri- 
Estius is worthy of notice: ‘‘ Habetis episco- tatem. 
pos et presbyteros, quorum cura ac studio 2 Ebrard refers this éypawa also arbitrarily 
vestrae ecclesiae satis mmstructae sunt in iis, to the Gospel of John. 
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Vy. 22,23. The existence of the antichrists and their relationship to the 
Christian Church having been previously stated, there follows now the more 
particular definition of the antichristian lie. — ri¢ éorw 6 pedorne. The inter- 
rogative form, with which John addresses his readers who know the truth, 
is explained by the vividness of the feeling with which the apostle is 
writing; similarly in chap. v. 5. He passes from the abstract (xdv peidoc) 
directly to the concrete (pebornc). The definite article 6 weborge (Luther 
incorrectly: a liar) brings out the idea in clearer distinctness: the liar xar’ 
foxy, i.e., he in whom the lie appears in concrete personality (so also 
Braune), identical with 6 dvrixpicroc, which is denied by Jachmann through 
mistake of John’s idea. The thought is weakened by the supposition that 
the apostle is speaking here comparatively (Grotius: quis potest major esse 
impostor ?).. Nor is Bengel’s interpretation satisfactory: qui est illius men- 
-dacii imposturaeque reus? with which Diisterdieck agrees, when he para- 
phrases: “ What sort of a lie I mean, ye know very well. Who are the 
liars? Are they not those who deny, etc.?” The apostle certainly has 
the particular lie of the antichrists of his time in view, but this he regards 
as the one chief and fundamental lie “in which all wedde¢ is comprised” 
(Liicke). The explanation of Baumgarten-Crusius is plainly quite errone- 
ous: “ what else is a false doctrine than, etc. ?” nor is that of Ebrard less 
so, as he finds in this catechetical (!) question intended for children this 
meaning: “on whose side is the lie?” with which he then supplies the 
corresponding question: “and on whose side is the truth? ”— «i py 6 dpvoi- 
pevoc]. ei wy, often after a negation, may also stand after a question, as in 
this a negation is contained; comp. Luke xvii. 18; Rom. xi. 15; 1 Cor. ii. 
11; 2 Cor. ii. 2; 1 John v. 5; it corresponds to the German “als nur” 
(English: “ but only,” “except”’), and limits the general thought to a par- 
ticular one; the sense accordingly is: No other is the liar but he who, ete. 
According to Ebrard, e/ 7 must here only have the meaning of “than,” 
because the question here is, which of the two dogmatical tendencies (!) belongs 
to the lie; that the apostle here has in view two parties, namely, the anti- 
christs and the believing Christians, and asks which of them is in possession 
of the truth, is a pure fiction, for which there is not the slightest evidence in 
the text. dre "Inoodc obk forw 6 Xptordc]. On the construction of the negative 
idea dpveicda with the following ob«, by which the negation is more strongly 
emphasized, see Kiihner, II. p. 410.— The lie of the antichrist consists in 
the denial that Jesus is é Xporéc, i.e., in the denial of the identity of Jesus 
and Christ, whereby is meant, according to ver. 19 and chap. iv. 3, not the 
Jewish unbelief, that Jesus is not the promised Messiah, but the Gnostic 
heresy of the distinction between Jesus and Christ, which forms the sharpest 
contradiction to the apostle’s doctrine that Jesus is the Aéyoc odp yevouevoc. 
It is erroneous to find here a reference to two different kinds of heresy; on 
the one hand, the denial of the divine, on the other, the denial of the human, 
nature of Jesus;! for John speaks only of one lie. — obréc éorw 6 avrixptotoc |. 


180 Tertullian (de Praescript. ¢. 33): non putarent Jesum esse Filium Dei; illud 
Joh. in ep. eos maxime antichristos vocat, Marcion, hoe Ebion vindicavit.” Similarly 
qui Christum negarent in carne venisse et qui Besser: “That Jesus was not the Christ, the 


CHAP. II. 23. Site 


obtoc refers back to 6 dpvotyevoc: the liar who denies the identity of Jesus 
and Christ, he is the antichrist. It is natural to take 6 Webornc and 6 dvrixp. 
here in a general signification, and to find therein a justification for Bengel’s 
conception of John’s idea of antichrist; but as the lie of the antichrists pro- 
ceeds from the aveiya tod dvtiypiorov, it may be ascribed to the antichrist 
himself; the individual antichrists are the mouth by which he speaks. —6 
apvotpevoc Tov matépa kal Tdv vidv is not to be connected with oiroc, so that the 
sense would be: this one, who denies the Father and the Son, is the anti- 
christ; but as a clause of more particular definition subordinate to 6 dri- 
xptoroc. “John hereby adds a new element which states the full unhappy 
consequence of that antichristian lie” (Diisterdieck ; similarly Braune). The 
apostle wants to bring out here that the denial that Jesus is 6 Xpiotde is in 
its very essence a denial of the Father and of the Son. He who denies the 
identity of Jesus and Christ directly denies the Son, for the Son is no other 
than ‘Inootc 6 Xpuoré¢ (neither an exon named Christ that did not become 
man, nor Jesus who is not Christ, or, according to John i. 14, the Logos) ;1 
but he who denies the Son denies also the Father, and not merely inasmuch 
as Son and Father are logically interchangeable ideas, but because the nature 
of the Father is only manifested in the Son, and all true knowledge of the 
Father is conditioned by the knowledge of the Son, so that the God of those 
who deny the Son is not = true God, but a false image of their own 
thoughts, an eldwAov.? 

Ver. 23. Confirmation of the last stated thought in two clauses which 
express the same idea, only in different form.® — mae 6 dpvotipevoc tov vidv, obdé 
dpveioda Tov vidv is in meaning synonymous with dpveicba, dre 
"Inoovc ob éortv 6 Xpiotéc. The assertion that John here confounds with the 
idea of Christ that of the Son, i.e., of the eternal Logos (De Wette and 
others), is erroneous; it is not Christ apart from Jesus that he regards as 
the Son, but Christ in his identity with Jesus (Diisterdieck, Brickner). — 
Instead of saying in the second part of the first clause «a? dpveira, corre- 
sponding to the first part, John says, oid... éye, which has a wider 
import, for éye is to be taken emphatically = “to possess in living fellow- 
ship ” (Diisterdieck) ; the explanation of Beza is insufficient: nec patrem esse 


tov nartépa ever]. 


to interpret the thought of the apostle, is quite 
natural. But even others have got a more 


Christ not Jesus. Either the Word that was 
from the beginning was separated from this 


Jesus, or the flesh was denied to the eternal 
Word.” Comp. Introd. sec. 3. 

1 Weiss correctly brings out the distinction 
between the ideas Xpiatés and vids, when he 
observes that o Xptords is a historical concep- 
tion to the apostle, and that it is enough for 
him that that proposition of the false teachers 
denies the Messiahship of Christ, from which 
all belief in Him must take its starting-point, 
in order to arrive at the recognition that Jesus 
is the Son of God, and thus in the Son to 
recognize the Father. 

2 That such commentators as proceed on 
rationalistic assumptions have not been able 


or less indistinct view of it by putting, as 
Diisterdieck rightly says, ‘‘the ideas of John 
too directly into dogmatic forms (and, indeed, 
into those defined by the Church);” or by 
ignoring the realism of the apostle, and_re- 
garding what he considered in an objectively 
real way as a mere element of the subjective 
consideration; or, finally, by bringing out 
one-sided references instead of giving the 
ideas the due force of their entire compre- 
hension. 

3’ Braune, rightly: ‘Here is the progress 
from the denying to the haying, and from the 
particular (0 wevorys) to the general (mas).” 
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credit (better, a Lapide: habere in mente et fide, in ore et confessione); the 
thought of the apostle is utterly eliminated when, with Socinus, Epona, 
Grotius, éyew rt. marépa is explained by “to know the will of God;” errone- 
ously Storr also: “to him is the Father not gracious.” —In the following 
words: 6 duodoyov, «.7.2., Which are wanting in the Itecepta (see the critical 
notes), duodoyeiv forms the antithesis of dpveicdar; it means a confession which 
is the expression of faith (Matt. x. 32; Rom. x. 10). In regard to the 
construction, Ebrard rightly remarks: “That rdv vidv is dependent on dpodo- 
yov, and not along with «ai rdv marépa (as in 2 John 9) on éyee (in which case 
(woaoyov would be used absolutely), clearly results from the preceding words, 
to which these form the antithesis.” 

Vv. 24, 25. Exhortation to the faithful keeping of the gospel. Ver. 
24. iyeic]. By the Recepta, iueic obv, the correct relationship of this verse 
is taken away; it is not a conclusion from what immediately precedes 
(Disterdieck, Braune), but with the emphasized tyei¢ it is put in contrast 
with what is said of the false teachers; Theophylact: éxeivos pév obv obtwe* 
byueic O& dep HKovcate an’ apxi¢ ovAartete Tap’ éavroic. — In regard to the construc- 
tion: tueic 6 yxovoare an’ dpyic, év buiv pevérw, Beza and Socinus, it is either an 
attraction (ipeic 6 7x. for 6 bueig Hxobo., so also Bengel.: antitheton est in prono- 
mine, ideo adhibetur trajectio; De Wette: “ tuei¢ is properly no doubt the 
subject of the relative clause placed first;” Jachmann)! or an ellipsis (iweic 
= quod ad vos attinet); Paulus and Ebrard regard iueic as the pure vocative ; 
but it is more correct to admit an anacolouthon which has its natural origin 
in this, that the apostle’s thought in opposition to the false teachers was 
first directed to his readers, but equally also to the word which they had 
heard from the beginning; accordingly the apostle begins with tyeic, but 
does not follow it up by wévere év or a similar expression, but by 6 jxovcare, 
K.7.A., a8 a new subject; comp. Winer, p. 534 (E. T., 574); Buttmann, p. 325 
(EZ. T., 8380). The same anacolouthon in ver. 27.2, With 6 jxovoare an’ apyie, 
comp. ver. 7; thereby, of course, the whole gospel is meant, but here specially 
the fundamental doctrine of it, — that Jesus is the Christ. —év tuiv]. Theo- 
phylact interprets év by rapa; Luther: “among;” but the preposition must 
be retained in its proper meaning; for upon that it depends that what was 
heard “abides in the soul as something that determines the life” (Neander; 
comp. John xy. 7), because only then does that take place which the apostle 
expresses in the sequel. — xa? dueic . . . weveite]. The «ai before thé conclud- 
ing clause brings out more clearly its corresponding relationship to the pre- 
ceding clause; here it is so much the more significant, as in both clauses the 
same verbal idea pévew is used: If the Word remain in you, ye also will 
remain in the Son, ete. That our remaining in the Son is the immediate 


8 Diisterdieck : 


‘1 The idea of an attraction is erroneous, 
because ‘‘imets, if attracted to the relative 
clause, would be too strongly emphasized in 
this position”? (Winer). 

2 Myrberg’s reply, that bets is rather to be 
regarded as nominative absolute, is met by the 
fact that the use of the nominative absolute is 
precisely an anacolouthon. 


“By «at before tuets John 
specifies the promised consequence which will 
correspond to the condition which is stated, 
while at the same time he brings out the nice 
point which is contained in the significant 
interchange of év buiy petvy and dmets ev TO 
vid... meveErTe.” 
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result of the Word remaining in us, is explained by the fact that “the words 
of Christ substantially contain nothing else than a self-revelation or explana- 
tion of His person and His appearing, and similarly the evangelical proc- 
lamation of the apostles is only the copy of this preaching of Christ Himself” 
(Weiss). év 76 vii is put first, because fellowship with the Father is con- 
ditioned by fellowship with the Son. 

Ver. 25. Kal wiry éorlv 9 émayyedia, «.7.4.] atty may be referred either to 
what precedes, or to the concluding words of this verse: tiv Gwiv rHv aidvov. 
In the first case the meaning is: and this remaining is what He has prom- 
ised, namely, eternal life. Gagnejus: “ Manere in jilio et patre promissio est, 
quam nobis pollicitus est orans pro nobis patrem Dominus Joh. xvii. 20. Bene 
ergo ait de hoc Johannes: haec est promissio, quam pollicitus est nobis, quae 
quidem est vita aeterna; vita enim aeterna est manere in Deo eoque frui hic per 
gratiam, in futuro per gloriam;” tiv Goxv thy aidvov then forms an apposition, 
by which that very remaining is described as happiness; this view in Oecu- 
menius, and among modern commentators in Sander, Besser, Weiss. In 
the second case the thought is, “and eternal life is the promise which He 
has given us;” taking this view, a new thought, it is true, enters with 
ver. 25, and it requires something to be supplied to connect it with the pre- 
ceding, perhaps what a Lapide gives: si in ipso maneamus (Spener: that is 
the promise if we remain in the Word, and consequently in the Father and 
the Son); but nevertheless it is, in accordance with the analogy of John’s 
mode of expression, to be preferred; comp. chap. i. 5, v. 14; similarly also 
chap. iii. 23, v. 11; in the last two passages the connection with what pre- 
cedes appears clearly enough by both being connected with the same idea, 
whereas here there is no previous mention of the érayyedia; but even here 
the connection is not to be mistaken, because the Gw7 aidvoc is directly con- 
nected with the pévew év tr vid, x.7.A4. This second interpretation in a Lapide, 
Grotius, Lorinus, Russmeyer, Spener, Liicke, De Wette, Diisterdieck, Erd- 
mann, Myrberg, Ebrard, Braune, and others. — «ai is not used here airAo- 
yexag (Oecumenius), but is the simple copula. — 7 émayyedia: “the promise.” 
Liicke unnecessarily conjectures that instead of this perhaps dayyedia is 
probably to be read, or that émayyedia has here the meaning, “ proclama- 
tion,” for neither is it the case that the idea of the promise refers only to the 
distant future life, nor, according to John, that Christ does not bestow any 
promise.! — airé¢ is Christ, who in this whole passage forms the centre round 
which all the statements of the apostle move. —On the accusative ray GuAy, 
which has occurred through the attraction of the verb in the relative clause, 
comp. Winer, p. 583 (E. T., 628); Buttmann, p. 68 (E. T., 78). 

Vv. 26, 27. Conclusion of the section on the antichrists. 


1 From this passage it is clear that with plainly transcending the idea of knowledge; 
John gw aidvios and the knowledge of God butif airy is directly connected with thy ¢. 7 
are not by any means, as Weiss thinks, iden- aiwy., then the abiding in the Son and the 
tical ideas; for if John here, according to the Fatheris considered as the condition of the 
view of Weiss, describes the abiding in the Son gw; it is impossible, however, for it to be 
and in the Father as the gwy aidvios, he then the condition of knowledge, for it rather 
mentions what this consists in, as something presupposes the latter. 
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Ver. 26. radra refers to all that the apostle has written about the anti- 
christs from ver. 18 down. In calling them here of riavévrec tudc, he gives 
it to be understood that their efforts were directed to seduce the Church 
from the truth of the gospel to their lie; that their purpose had actual effect 
(Braune) is not indicated by the verb. — Ver. 27. In the first part of this 
verse the apostle testifies to his readers that they do not need any teacher, 
in which he goes back to what he had already expressed in vv. 20, 21.— 
kat dueic]. Kat is here used just as in ver. 20.— On the anacolouthon, see on 
ver. 24.—7d yploua 6 éAdBere dx’ adtoi]. 7d ypioua is, with Braune, to be 
regarded ‘as the accusative, for the juxtaposition of two nominatives could 
not be explained; the apostle probably had an éyere in his mind, instead of 
which, however, he then wrote péve: év tuiv; abtov, i.e., Xpotod; so the con- 
text demands; airéc, ver. 25. Herein lies a proof that rot dyiov in ver. 20 is 
to be understood of Christ. —év iuiv yéver]. The indicative, instead of which 
the imperative is used in ver. 24, expresses the certain confidence of the 
apostle. — «al od ypeiav éyere]. This sentente, which by «ai is made co-ordi- 
nate with the preceding, stands to it in the relation of conclusion; meaning: 
since, as is not to be doubted, the Spirit is in you—and abiding — you do 
not need; Bengel describes this relation correctly by et ideo. — iva tic diddoxy 
jude]. wa is used here, as not unfrequently in the N. T., in an enfeebled 
signification; only in an artificial way could the original force of purpose of 
this particle be here retained; while this force sometimes passes over into 
that of object, this is still further weakened, so that the clause beginning 
with iva is the object which completes the idea of the verb; so it is here; 
comp. especially Heb. v. 12: ypeiav éyete rod diddoxerv tude; in other passages 
xp. éyewv is used even with the simple infinitive, Matt. iii. 14, xiv. 16; 1 Thess. 
i. 8, iv. 9; with iva as here, John xvi. 30.1— Several commentators suppose 
here a reference to the false teachers, so that in the words of the apostle 
there lies a warning against those who wish to impose themselves on the 
Church as teachers; so a Lapide, Spener (ric = “who may make pretence 
of a new revelation”), Sander, Gerlach, Besser, and dthers. But it is more 
appropriate (according to ver. 21) to refer the apostle’s word to a teaching 
proceeding from himself or other apostolic teachers ; so Hornejus, De Wette- 
Briickner, Liicke, Diisterdieck, Braune, etc. — only we must not restrict the 
generally expressed thought merely to instruction about the false teachers, 
- even though it is intended with special reference to that.2 Believers need 
no human teacher in order that the divine truth may be made known to 
them. They have received, with the word which was declared unto them 
(6 jjxovoav), the ypioua, which leads them ei¢ nécav tHv dAfbecav; therefore the 
apostle frequently in this epistle emphasizes the fact that he does not want 


1 At the most it may be said that iva is 
used with the verb xpecav é€yew, because that 
of which one is in need may be regarded as 
the object of his need; on the other hand, it is 
unsuitable when Braune says: ‘the teaching 
is here regarded as the object and purpose for 
the sake of the position of him who is to be 
taught.” 


2 Liicke paraphrases the passage: ‘The 
reason why I do not write any more about the 
false teachers, is that I assume that that holy 
unction of the Spirit remains in you; and if 
that is so, you do not need that any one shall 
instruct you further on the subject.” 
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to instruct them, but is writing to them what they already know (oldare ravra, 
ver. 20). John thereby assumes believing readers, in whose hearts that 
which they have heard from the beginning is preserved true and uncor- 
rupted. Nothing new therefore can be proclaimed to the believers, but only 
that which they already possess in faith may be brought to a clearer con- 
sciousness.1— GAA’ &¢ 7d add ypicua, x.t.2.]. In this second part of the verse 
the first question is about the construction. Liicke, Ewald, De Wette, 
Neander, Diisterdieck, Braune (and previously Oecumenius and Theophylact) 
think that the whole to the end of the verse forms one period, in which the 
“premise dia’ ac . . . dudaoxer 1s resumed by the words kat xaddc édidagev buiv, and 
has its conclusion in peveite (or wévete) tv adt@, and in which the words xa? 
GAnbic . . . wetdoc contain a parenthetical adjunct. The difficulty that in 
the resumed premise «ai is put instead of dA/d, xaddc, instead of oc, and the 
aorist éddagev instead of the present didaoxe, can certainly be easily got over 
by the fact that the apostle wanted not simply to repeat the thought, but at 
the same time to bring out a new phase of the subject; but the additional 
rept wavtwv, which does not stand in any relationship whatever to the conclu- 
sion peveite (uévete), 1s decidedly opposed to this construction; to this is 
added that dada indicates that the apostle wants to express a contrast to the 
ob yoeiav éxere, x.7.4,, that is, a clause in which the teaching of the ypioua is 
described as such as removes the need of any other (human) teacher ; finally, 
that the subordinate clause xa? ob éot Weidoc conjoined with dAndéc éoru raises 
this thought above the level of a mere parenthetical adjunct, and stamps it 
as a leading thought. For these reasons it is preferable, with Luther, Cal- 
vin, Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, Brickner, Besser, and in general most of 
the commentators, to divide the whole into two parts, and to regard kai dAn0. 
éott . . . wevdoc as the conclusion of the first part; Luther: “but as the 
anointing teaches you all things, it is true, and is no lie; and,” etc.2 — dc 
refers not so much to the form and fashion, as to the substance of the teach- 
ing. —10 aird ypioua]. 76 atrd is not IDEM semper, non aliud atque aliud, sed 
sibi constans et idem apud sanctos omnes (Bengel; so also Erdmann), but just 
the same ypioua, namely 6 éAdBere. Still the reading abrov might be preferable, 
for it seems unnecessary to emphasize the fact that the ypioua is the same 
that they have received, and no other. — rep? mavtuv is used in the same sense 
as mavra, ver. 20.—kal dAndéc éori, x.7.A.]. Kai before the conclusion, as in 
ver. 24: “then it is also true,” etc.; it brings out prominently the idea dAndéc; 
dangéc is referred to 73 ypioua by Liicke, De Wette, Briickner, Diisterdieck, 
Ebrard, Ewald, Braune, and others; but the substantive peidoc is opposed to 
this connection, for it cannot be referred to 7d xypioua, inasmuch as it is con- 


1 Several commentators rightly remark here, 
that in the statement of the apostle there is no 
foundation for the error of the ‘‘ enthusiasts,” 
inasmuch as John does not separate the 
teaching of the xpioue and the apostolic 
word from one another, but places them in 
the closest connection. 

2 Ebrard makes ws dependent upon éypawa, 
ver. 26; itis true he himself admits that this 


gives a “‘lawe and legere form of speech,” 
but he thinks that there is ‘nothing strange” 
in this, because the apostle is speaking to 
children in quite childlike language. But, ' 
what child’s understanding would he capable 
of supplying with the words: ‘‘but as the 
same anointing teacheth you of all things,” 
the thought: ‘sc. I have said to you”? 
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sidered by John as a person (didéoxer), and must neither be arbitrarily ex- 
plained, with Beza, by pevdéc, nor, with Braune, be separated from ddnbéc 
(“and there is no lie in it”); Oecumenius, Theophylact, Luther, Neander, 
Besser, Erdmann, and others, have therefore rightly referred dAn0éc, x.7.2., to 
that which the ypioua teaches. Because this is true, and is no pevdoc, there- 
fore believers do not need any teacher besides, but they may rely entirely 
upon the teaching of the ypioua. To this thought the apostle further adds a 
new one, in which he goes back to the end of ver. 24. —xai Ka0éc]. Kade, as 
distinct from wc, means “in proportion as.” — édidakev bude, namely, ax dpyiec. 
— pévere (ueverte) ev abt@]. The Recepta peveire is taken by Socinus, a Lapide, 
Lorinus, Semler, and others, in the sense of the imperative; others retain 
the future meaning, as in ver. 24; thus Beza says: mihi videtur omnino ser- 
vanda Fuluri propria significatio ut est optime sperantis ; as the apostle thereby 
expresses his good confidence, the future accordingly has the vim consolandi 
(Bengel). The correct reading, however, is yévere, which, corresponding to 
the preceding péve: and éyere, 1s not imperative (Ewald, Braune), but indic- 
ative (Briickner), and as such it expresses the firm conviction of the apostle 
that they, according to the constant instruction of the ypioua, abide év aire, 
i.e., in Christ (Erasmus, erroneously: = év 7O ypiouart, and Baumgarten- 
Crusius: “in the teaching which the ypicue communicates to them”). In 
favor of this view is also the exhortation of ver. 28 herewith connected.} 
Ver. 28 concludes the section beginning at ver. 18, but serves at the same 
time as an introduction to the following section. — xa? viv cannot, it is true, 
be explained, with Paulus, by “even now already,” but neither can it be 
explained, with most of the commentators, exactly by igitur, or a similar 
word; here it rather introduces, as it frequently does, the following exhor- 
tation as a deduction from the present circumstances. Incorrectly, Ebrard: 
“And now (namely, after I have spoken to the za:dfow) I turn to you” 
(namely, to the whole Church): a supplement of that kind cannot be jus- 
tified from the passages quoted by Ebrard; John xvii. 3; Acts x. 5, xxii. 16. 
—texvia, a8 in ver. 1. — pévere év ait@, quite the same thought as in ver. 27. 
Rickli’s view is incorrect, that in ver. 27 it is “the abiding in the confession 
that Jesus is the Christ, but here another abiding, namely, the abiding in 
righteousness,” that is meant. — iva gay davepdOy]. édv is distinguished from 
érav (Recepta) in this way, that it describes not the time, but only the actu- 
ality of the manifestation of Christ. The garépwor of Christ is His parousia 
occurring at the end of the éoyarn dpa; comp. Col. iii. 4. By the same word 
the first appearance of Christ on earth is also elsewhere described; see chap. 
ili. 5, 8. Exwusv (oxduev) tabpyciav]. ‘The communicative form of expression 
indicates that John tacitly includes himself also under the exhortation: 
pévere tv abtG.* — nappyoia: the confidence of the believer at the day of judg- 


1 Myrberg on ver. 28: ‘*Sperantis verba 2 Sander introduces here a foreign reference, 
illa sunt, quae paullo ante leguntur; haec when he thinks that John includes himself as 
adhortantis, quod novum quoddam initium if he would also have to be ashamed if on that 
dicendi indicat.” day his children, whom he begot through the 
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ment; chap. iv. 17. —xa? wh aioyvvdduev dn’ abrod]. Elsewhere also rappnota 
and aicyivecfac are contrasted with one another; so Prov. xiii. 5: coesnc 
aioxiverat kal oby Eee mappnoiav; comp. also Phil. i. 20. aioyvvdduev is either 
used in the passive sense, in which case the original meaning “to be 
shamed” passes over into this, “to be put to shame” (see Meyer on Phil. 
i. 20); then am6 (which is not = $x) describes Christ as the one from whom 
this aicyivectac comes, namely, by means of His judgment of condemnation ; 
or it. is used in the middle sense: “to be ashamed,” in which case a6 is not 
=coram (luther, Ewald), but = “away from,” thus, “to draw back from 
Him with shame;” so Calvin, Beza, Episcopius, De Wette, Liicke (who 
adduces Sir. xxi. 22: dv6pumoc b8 rodbreipoc aicyvvOqcetat and rpoodrov), Diister- 
dieck, Ebrard.1_ The second view deserves the preference, on account of the 
corresponding contrast with éyew mappyoiav. —év 7) napovoia abrod expresses 
definitely the reference already implied in ¢avepwoq: “at His (Christ’s) com- 
ing;” mapovoia, in John only here, frequently appears in this sense in the 
N. T.: comp. Matt. xxiv. 3, xxvii. 37, 39; 1 Cor. xy. 23; 1 Thess. ii. 19, 
and elsewhere. 

Ver. 29. With this verse the third section begins, which continues to 
chap. iil. 22, and consists of two groups: (1) ver. 29-ili. 10a, and (2) iii. 
100-22. — After the apostle has warned them against the love of the kécwoc, 
and against the false teachers (who are éx tod xéouov), he shows the obliga- 
tion of Christians to duxatoobvy, in which they reveal themselves as réxva od, 
in contrast to the réxva d:aBd2ov. 

Ver. 29. The apostle now goes on to indicate, how it is consistent with 
the nature of Christians, as those that are born of God, to do righteousness. 
— dy eidjte]. Here also the apostle directs himself to his readers’ own con- 
sciousness, as he does not want to teach them any thing new, but only to 
state what they already know for their more earnest consideration. — ér 
dixatoc govt. The present éo7 is not used, either here or in iii. 5, iv. 17, for 
qv (Storr). It is doubtful whether the subject is Christ (a Lapide, Lorinus, 
Bengel, Rickli, Frommann, Myrberg, first edition of this commentary, etc.) 
or God (Baumgarten-Crusius, Neander, Gerlach, Késtlin, De Wette, Diister- 
dieck, Erdmann, Ebrard, Braune, Weiss, and others). In favor of the 
former is the fact that previously, not only in ver. 25 by airéc, and ver. 27 
by év airé, but also in ver. 28 by davepwOj, an’ abrod, and év rH mapovoig abrod, 
Christ is clearly meant; for the latter, that in the following é& abrot yeyévynra 
the pronoun refers back to the subject of dixasic gore, and the idea yevvdosa éx 
Xpiorod never appears in the writing, and, moreover, John, in what follows, 


gospel, should come short. Similarly a La- to be retained: ‘*For we shall not draw back 
pide: “Ne pudefiamus utrique, sc. tam vos, and tremble, but we shall be rejected and cast 
si a doctrina Christi aberretis, quam nos out.” but the meaning above stated, and 
Apostoli et Pastores, quod vos in ea non accepted also by Braune, does not suit the 
conservaverimus.” Lorinus: ‘‘Conjungit passive idea; besides, the correspondence 
seipsum discipulis, spe de illorum gloria ad- with the idea éyew mappyoiav demands the 
gaudens.”’ middle signification of the word, 


1 Braune thinks that the passive meaning is 
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calls Christians réxva O¢od, and in ver. 9 makes use of the expression yeyevvy- 
uévoc ék tos Oeod (comp. iv. 7, v. 1, 4, 18). From the predicate dixasé¢ nothing 
can be inferred, as this attribute is assigned by John both to God (i. 9) and 
Christ (ii. 1). As, with John’s peculiar blending of the Father and the 
Son (or of God and Christ), it would not be easy to explain how he can pass 
from the one to the other without specially indicating it, it appears more 
safe, in accordance with the constant mode of conception and expression in 
the Epistle, to supply as the subject of dixas¢ gore God, than Christ. It is inap- 
propriate, with Storr, Liicke, and others, to refer dixavoc to Christ, and é& aio, 
on the other hand, to God, because the thought of the apostle would thereby 
lose its peculiar force (Bengel: justus justum gignit).1— The statement that 
God is dixaoc corresponds with the statement that He is od¢ (chap. i. 5); it 
does not follow from ver. 28 that by dixawc here the justitia judicialis is to 
be understood; Erdmann: quum moveiv ray dixatooivny ad dixatdc éote referendum 
sit, hoc justitiam Dei sensu judiciali significare nequit, sed absolutam ejus sancti- 
tatem. — yiwéoxete is here not to be regarded as the indicative (Beza, Bengel, 
Semler, Diisterdieck, Myrberg, Ewald, and others), but, as its position 
between pévere (ver. 27) and idere (chap. ili. 1) shows, as the imperative: 
“then know, i.e., observe and reflect,” with Vulgate, Grotius, Russmeyer, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, De Wette, Liicke, Erdmeyer, Ebrard, Braune, and 
others. —ér mag . . . yeyévvntrat]. The same relationship in which, accord- 
ing to chap. i. 6, xowwwviay Exe etd Oeod and mepirately éx 7H Owri Stand to one 
another, exists between yeyevvq@adac ix tod Seow and roreiv THY dikato- 
stvnv (so also Braune), inasmuch as the latter is the practical proof of the 
former, so that every one who practises righteousness— but no one else 
(Bengel: omnis et solus) —is born of God. That when Episcopius describes 
the nasci ex Deo, not as the condition, but as the result, of the exercitii jus- 
titiae, he perverts the thought of the apostle, needs no proof. The right 
interpretation in Bengel, Neander, Besser, Diisterdieck, Erdmann, Myrberg, 
Ebrard, Briickner, Braune, Weiss.? By rijv dixavoobvyy it is plainly righteous- 
ness, in the full extent of the idea, that is described; with the expression 
moveiv THY dikaloodynv, compare the synonymous idea novelty tiv dAndecav (chap. 
i. 6); similarly in Hebrew TPI¥ Wy; Gen. xviii. 19; Isa. lvi. 1; Ps. 
xiv. 15; in the N. T. comp. Matt. vi. 1. On zoiv an emphasis is placed 
which must not be overlooked; comp. chap. iii. 18; for now is the truth of 
the experience and of the word first proved in deed. — In é& airod yey., we must 


1 Sander would leave the question unde- 
cided; still he correctly states the alternative: 
“Tf dicatos must be referred to Christ, so also 
must ¢£ avrod. But if the latter cannot be, if 
e€ avrod can only be referred to God, then 
Sixatos must also be referred to God.” 

2 The thought that only he who 1s born of 
God can practise righteousness, 18 not exactly 
expressed here by John, but it is suggested 1n 
the preceding mas. When Liicke in his 2d ed. 


says: ‘‘ We might have properly expected ére 
mas Oo yeyevynuevos é§ adtTod, more THY diKaLo- 
gvyyv; but John would appear to have the 
purpose of exciting in his readers the con- 
sciousness of sonship to God in Christ, there- 
fore he states the reversed relation,” — this 18 
erroneous, since it is rather rote thy dukato- 
ovvnv that has the chief emphasis; in his 1st 
ed. Lticke correctly stated the thought of the 
apostle, 
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retain #€ in its proper meaning; explanations which weaken it, such as that 
of Socinus, dei similem esse, or of Rosenmiiller, amari a deo, are of course to 
be rejected (Braune); the relation of the perfect yeyévyyra to the present 


mov is to be observed. 


1 The definition of Weiss: ‘*The being 
born of God is the act by which the known 
nature of God, and therewith God Himself, 
who indeed is received into our entire spiritual 
life as the object of that intuitive knowledge, 
operates determiningly, mouldingly, regener- 
atingly, upon our spiritual and moral being,’’ 
is in various aspects unsuitable; for (1) it is 
not so much the act of God as rather the 
activity of man, his knowledge, which is rep- 
resented as causing the being born of God; 
(2) it is erroneous to describe the birth as 
producing, since the birth is the result of the 


generating activity; (3) it is no doubt true 
that the birth is brought about by knowledge, 
for it is only by producing in man the knowl- 
edge of His nature that God produces in 
him the new birth; but, on the other hand, it 
is just as true that the knowledge of God is 
conditioned by the being born of God: only 
he who is born of God knows God; there are 
two grades of the knowledge to be distin- 
guished, namely, the knowledge as condition, 
and knowledge as result, of being born of 
God. 
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CHAPTER III. 


Ver. 1. Instead of dédwxev, A, G, read the aorist édwxev; the Rec. is, however, 
sufficiently attested by the majority of authorities. —The reading tuiv in B is 
not even accepted by Buttm., rightly; for it no doubt owes its existence merely 
‘to the connection with the second pers. dere. — After xAj@Guev is found in A, B, 
‘C, 8, many min. and vss., in Thph., Aug., Bede, the addition xa? éopvév; the 
Vulg. and other Latin vss. have: et stmus; Oecum. in his comm.: é@éwxev jyiv 
téxva abtod yevéobar te kai KAnOjvat, and Thph. in his comm.: yevéo#at Te Kal 
Aoy.cbjvat, According to these authorities, the addition must be regarded as 
genuine (Lachm., Diisterd., Ewald, Briickner); Tisch. (following G, K, many 
min,, Copt., etc.) has not accepted it; many critics (thus even Reiche) explain 
it as a gloss; this it certainly may be — taken from ver. 2; but the overwhelming 
weight of authorities is in favor of its genuineness. Disterdieck thinks that 
the omission originated in a false explanation of KkAnddyer. — Instead of: nude, 
® has tudc. — Ver. 2. After oidauev the Rec. has de (G, K, etc., Syr., Copt., ete., 
Thph., Oec., etc.), which, with Lachm. and Tisch., following A, B, C, 8, several 
min., etc., is to be deleted; its insertion is easily explained by the apparent 
antithesis to the preceding. — Ver. 4. The Rec. 7 duapria is certified by all the 
authorities; Lachm. omits 7, but, as Tisch. observes, sine teste, for even B, to 
which Lachm. appeals, reads 7 duaptia, After éoriwv, 8 (sol.) reads kai, which, 
scarcely genuine, serves to connect more closely the two ideas duapria and dvouia, 
—Ver. 5. Instead of ofdate, § (sol.) reads oldavev, which makes no essential 
difference in the thought. —rd¢ duapriag juar, Rec., following C, G, K, x, ete., 
Syr., ete., Thph., Oec., Bede (De Wette); Lachm. and Tisch. omit 746v, following 
A, B, etc., Copt., Theb., etc., Tert., Aug., ete. The genuineness of 7uav is 
certainly doubtful; perhaps it was omitted at a later date, to generalize the 
idea td¢ duapriag; Reiche regards it as genuine. — Ver. 6. With the reading 
éopaxev in Tisch. 7, comp. chap. i. 1.— Ver. 7. Instead of the Ree. texvia (in B, 
G, K, &, etc., vss., min., Thph., Oec., Tert., etc., Lachm.), Tisch. has accepted 
rawia, after A, C, ete., Copt., etc.; it is difficult to decide; it is possible that 
rexvia is a correction for madia, a form of address unusual in the Epistle. That 
nawia, as Ebrard thinks, is a correction, because in the section beginning with 
the address racdia (chap. ii. 18) the conclusion is tep? Trav TAavavTwr (vert 25), and 
here the same verb (udei¢ tAavarw bude) follows the address, has little probability 
in its favor. — Ver. 10. Lachm. in his larger ed. has instead of the Rec. movdv 
dtxatoobvny, which he had retained in his smaller ed., the reading dv 
dixatoc, attested by no cod., but only by the Vulg., some other vss., and 
several Fathers (Or., Tert., Cyp., etc.) ; clearly without adequate reason. — 
The Codd. A, C, K, ete., have before decacoobynv the article t7v, probably inserted 
in correspondence with ver. 7 and chap. ii. 29.— Ver. 11. Instead of the Ree. 
dyyedia, C, &, etc., some vss. read émayyeAia ; probably in accordance with 
chap. ii. 25; De Wette considers it the original reading, just as chap. i. 5; 


) 
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scarcely correct. —Ver. 18. § has, before uy davudtere, “kai,” clearly added for 
the purpose of closer connection. — ddeA@oi, according to A, B, C, &, 27, etce., 
Vulg., etc., Aug., Oros., ete.; recommended by Griesb., accepted by Lachm., 
Tisch. ; the Rec. adds pov, after G, K, etc. — Ver. 14. After tod¢ ddeAgotc § reads 
nuov, probably a later addition to complete the thought. —dyanév Tov ddeAgov, 
Rec., following C, G, K, Thph., Oecum.; rdv ddeAgov is, however, a later addition; 
it is not found in A, B, &, etc., Vulg., etc., Aug., etc.; justly omitted by Lachm. 
and Tisch.; its insertion is easily explained; Reiche, however, is of a different 
opinion. — Ver. 15. Instead of avrowv, as Lachm. and Tisch., or airod, as 
most of the editors read, B has éavrov, — év atré (or better, év ai7@, Tisch.), 
Rec., after B, G, K, etc., Thph., Oec. — Lachm. has accepted év éav7, the reading 
of A, C, 8, etc. — Ver. 16. Instead of 710 évac (Rec., according to G, K, ete., Oec.) 
we must read, with Lachm. and Tisch., following the overwhelming evidence of 
A, B, C, &, ete., the aorist detvaz.— Ver. 18. After texvia the Rec. (following G, 
K, etc.) has wov, the genuineness of which, however, is justly doubted by Griesb. 
— The article 77 before yAooon, which is omitted by the Rec., is with certainty 
attested by almost all authorities; it is wanting, however, in 8. — Before épyw 
the Rec. has omitted év, only on the evidence of K; almost all the authorities 
attest its genuineness; as the co-ordinate ideas are without év, it was natural 
to omit the preposition with épy# also. — Ver. 19. Before év rovrw the Rec., 
following C, G, K, 8, most min., vss., etc., reads xai, which is also accepted by 
Tisch. Lachm. has omitted it; it is wanting in A, B, etc., Vulg., Copt., etc.; 
it is, however, probably genuine ; omitted because it seemed unsuitable for the 
connection. — Instead of y:vdoxouev, Rec., following G, K, etc., Vulg., ete. 
(Tisch.), A, B, C, &, etc.,1 several vss., etc., read yvwooueba (Lachm.); as the 
latter is the more difficult reading, and besides has the most important 
authorities in its favor, it is to be regarded as genuine, with Ewald, Brickner, 
Braune, contrary to the opinion of Liicke, De Wette, Reiche ; Bengel and De 
Wette think that the following 7eicouev has led to the change of the present to 
the future; but it is just as likely that the indicative is a correction of the 
copyists, in accordance with the frequently-occurring formula év totvTw yevaoxouer, 
ii. 3, iii. 24, iv. 2, v.2 (Erdmann). —7d¢ kapdiac 7uadv, Rec., following A**, 
C, G, K, &, almost all min., several vss., Thph., Oecum., Bede; retained by 
Tisch. and Lachm. (in his larger ed.); in the small ed. Lachm. has 77» xapdiay 
nuov, after A*, B, Syr., etc.; the plural was apparently altered to the singular in 
accordance with ver. 20.— Ver. 20. Instead of 67s éav, Lachm. and Buttm. read: 
6 re édv; see on this the explanation of the verse. — The 67: before pei(wv, which 
Lachm. had omitted in his small ed. (following A, etc., Vulg., etc., Oec., etc.), 
he has again rightly accepted in the larger ed. The change of it to é7, which 
Henr. Stephanus would read, is arbitrary. — Ver. 21. The genuineness of 7uév 
.(Ree.) after 7 xapdia is uncertain; it is found in C, G, K, 8, ete. (Tisch.), but 
is wantifg in A, B, etc., Vulg., ete. (Lachm.).— The 7uov after cataywooxy is 
wanting in B and C; it is, however, hardly spurious, as it is indispensable for 
-the sense. Instead of éyowev, attested by almost all the authorities, B has 
évet, originating in a false reference to «apdia, — Ver. 22. Instead of 6 éar, B 
reads 6 dv. —Instead of the active form airéyev, there is found in & the middle 
form aitéme6a.—In opposition to the Rec. rap’ abrod (G, K, etc.), am’ abrov 
deserves the preference, according to the authorities (A, B, C, 8, etc., Lachm., 


1 Liicke, whom Sander copies, says that C does not testify in favor of yywodue0a, but according 
to Tischendorf it certainly does. 
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Tisch.). — The reading typOuev in & instead of typotpev is no doubt only a clerical 
error. — Ver. 23. morevowpev, Rec., following B, G, K, al. pl., Oec., Tisch.; the 
reading of A, C, &, etc., Thph., on the other hand, is motebupev; recommended 
by Griesb., accepted by Lachm., probably a change in accordance with the 
following present dyanéuev; so Reiche thinks. — After évrodqy, qyiv is wanting 
in G, K, etc. (omitted by Tisch.). The most important authorities attest the 
genuineness of 7uiv; Reiche, however, regards it as a later edition. — Ver. 24. 
In & the «ai is wanting before év 7ob7w; in the same cod. ov éduxev jyiv is found 
instead of the Rec. ob quiv édwxev, 


Ver. 1. From the 2& abrod yeyévvgra (chap. ii. 29) the apostle goes on to 
the thought that he and his readers are children of God, whence he deduces 
the necessity that exists for them of roveiv tiv dixaocbvyv. First, however, he 
points his readers to the love of God, through which they have become chil- 
dren of God, inviting them to the consideration of it by idere. — roranny dyarnv 
déduxev quiv 6 natip, what manner of love the Father has bestowed on us. norand¢ 
(later form for rodazé¢, properly = from whence?) in the N. T., never in the 
direct question, is strictly, it is true, not = quantus, but = qualis (comp. Luke 
i. 29; 2 Pet. iii. 11), but is frequently used as an expression of admiration 
at any thing especially wonderful (comp. Matt. viii. 27; Mark xiii. 1; Luke 
vii. 39), so that the meaning of qualis passes over into that of quantus; and 
so it is to be taken here also. —dyamnv 6:d6vaz only here; d¢d6vac is more 
significant than évdecviva: or a similar expression; it means, “to give, to be- 
stow.” God has made His love our property (so also Braune). It is quite 
incorrect to take d:dévar = destinare, and, weakening the thought, dyamnv as 
metonymous for “ love-token” (Grotius), or for effectum charitatis (Socinus).1 
The reference which Calvin finds in the word, when he says: quod dicit 
DATAM esse caritatem, significat: hoc MERAE esse liberalitatis, quod nos Deus pro 
Jiliis habet, is not indicated by John. — On juiv a Lapide remarks: indignis, 
inimicis, peccatoribus. —The name 6 marfp points to the following réxva cod. 
—iva réxva Ocod kAnOduev]. Paulus, De Wette, Liicke, etc., retain iva in its 
original meaning; “the greatness of the divine love,” says Liicke, “lies in 
the sending of the Son” (chap. iv. 10). This thought is correct in itself; 
but the apostle is not here thinking of the sending Christ; it is therefore 
arbitrary to supply it; here there is in his mind only the fact that we—as 
believers —are called the children of God: “ This is the proof and the result 
of love” (Spener), iva is accordingly used here in modified signification, 
synonymous with év robrw, drt, only that by iva the réxva ©. xAqd. is more defi- 
nitely described as the purpose (not, however, as the object of an act distin- 
guished from it) of the love of the Father; Ebrard unsuitably gives the 
meaning by the explanation mor, dy, dédwxev qu. 6 math év TO BodAEcbas iva, K.7.A., 


1 A Lapide interprets ayamnv in the Catholic Dei nominamur et sumus.”— Very appropri- 
interest : i.e., ‘‘charitatem tum activam (actum ately Luther, in his Scholia: ‘‘usus est 
amoris Dei quo nos mire amat), tum passivam Joannes singulari verborum pondere: non 


nobisque a Deo communicatam et infusam. dicit, dedisse nobis Deum donum aliquod, sed 
Videte quantam charitatem ... nobis... ipsam caritatem et fontem omnium bonorum, 
praestitit et exhibuit Deus, cum . . . charita- cor ipsum,” ete. 


tem creatam nobis dedit et infudit, qua filii 
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inasmuch as the love of God is bestowed on us, not in His will, but in the 
act which is the outcome of it.—xadeio@ac is erroneously explained by 
Baumgarten-Crusius = éZovoiav éyew yevéoda, John i. 12, so that the sense 
would be: “that we have the right to dare to call ourselves God’s children ” 
(Neander); it is very common to take cadeiodas = eivar, Augustin: hic 
non est discrimen inter dict et esse; this is so far correct as the name, which is 
here spoken of, inanis esse titulus non potest (Calvin), for: “where God gives 
a name, He always gives the nature itself along with it” (Besser); the sivas 
is included in the xadeicea; yet the very fact of being called is significant, 
for it is only in the name that the being is revealed, and it is through that 
giving of a name that the separation of believers from the world is actually 
accomplished. iva . . . KAndduev is usually translated, “that we should be 
called.” Ewald adds, “at the day of judgment,” but it is not the future, 
but the present, that is here spoken of; «Aj@duev is therefore not to be taken 
as the subj. fut., but as the subj. aor. : “that we were named, and therefore 
are called.” Braune would explain the apostle’s expression in this way, that 
being children of God is “a work only gradually accomplished, an opera- 
tion;” incorrectly, for “being the children of God” is certainly “a simply 
stated fact;” comp. the «ai éovév and ver. 2. Instead of réva airod, John 
says 7. Ocov, because he wants to state the full name itself. The view of 
Baumgarten-Crusius has less in its favor, that the apostle contrasted zarip 
and @¢ov in order to indicate: “He bestowed it on us lovingly, that we should 
be connected with the Godhead, inasmuch as the former describes the divine 
will, the latter the divine nature.” —xal éouév, which according to the ma- 
jority of authorities is scarcely a mere gloss (see the critical notes), says 
John in an independent form, not depending on iva (the Vulgate errone- 
ously = simus),! in order still more specially to bring out the element of 
being, which was certainly contained already in «Ajéduev. — Not in order to 
comfort believers in regard to the persecutions which they have to suffer 
from the world (De Wette, Liicke, etc.), but to specify the contrast in which 
believers as téxva Ocot stand to the world, and the greatness of the love of 
the Father who has given them that name, the apostle continues: dia robto 6 
Koouoc ob ywaoxer Hud]. dia Tovro refers back to the preceding thought (Beng- 
el, De Wette, Briickner, Braune); thus: therefore, because we are children 
of God; the following é7 then serves to confirm the reason why the world 
does not know us as children of God. It is true, da todro might be also 
directly referred to é7 (Baumgarten-Crusius, also perhaps Liicke, Ewald) ; 


1 Ebrard thinks that éouév may be depend- 

- ent upon iva, not certainly according to Butt- 
mann’s, but according to John’s grammar; 
incorrectly, for the present indicative after 
iva is not surely attested in John even by a 
single passage, whilst it is unmistakably. in 
Paul, 1 Cor. iv. 6, and Gal. iv. 17 (comp. in 
addition, Al. Buttmann, p. 202, note [E. T., 
234]); it therefore appears most probable that 
kai éouév is added by John, not indeed as a 
triumphant exclamation, but as an utterance 


about the actual present state of his readers, 
confirming the preceding. If eouév is re- 
garded as dependent on iva, we are compelled 
to weaken the idea «AyOamev, for Ebrard’s 
supposition that in KAynP@mev is contained the 
relationship of God to us, or the element of 
** being reconciled,” and in éouev, on the other 
hand, “our relationship to God, or the element 
of the conversion and renewal of our nature,” 
lacks any tenable ground. 
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but with this reference the sentence would come in too disconnectedly. — 
With 6 xéopuoc comp. chap. ii. 15. — ob ywdoxe: means, “ does not know us,” 1.€., 
our inner nature, which we as rékva Ocod possess, is to the world something 
incomprehensible; to it, alienated from God, what is godly is strange and 
inconceivable: compare John xiv. 17. Many commentators unnecessarily 
deviate from this proper meaning of the word; thus Grotius, who inter- 
prets it = non agnoscit pro suis; Semler = nos rejicit, reprobat ; Baumgarten- 
Crusius = ioei (“therefore the world cannot endure us, because it cannot 
endure Him — God”). —6érz ob« éyvw aitov, “for it did not know Him” (namely, 
God or the Father). S. Schmid erroneously explains éyvw by credere in Deum; 
Episcopius, by jussa Dei observare ; John’s idea of knowledge is to be retained, 
as in the case of ywéoxer, so also in éyyw (Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Braune). 
Ver. 2. After emphatic resumption of éoyuév, the apostle indicates the 
yet concealed glory of the réxva Ocot. He begins with the address dya- 
antoi, Which occurs to him here the more readily as he feels himself most 
closely connected with his readers in the common fellowship with God (so 
also Diisterdieck). — viv téxva Ocod éouér]. viv is used in reference to the 
future (ot'7w); it is here a particle of time, not = “now, in consequence of 
that decree” (De Wette); a contrast with what immediately precedes (Liicke: 
“amidst all mistake on the part of the world, we are nevertheless really now 
the children of God;” so also Diisterdieck and Braune) is not suggested 
by it. Hereby the present glory of the believing Christian is described; } 
before the apostle mentions the future glory, he observes that this is yet 
concealed: kat ob rw édavepddn Ti écbueda]. gavepotoba may, as Ebrard 
remarks, mean “to be actually revealed,” or, “for the knowledge to be re- 
vealed;” most commentators rightly take the word here in the first mean- 
ing; it is true, Ebrard maintains that this explanation is grammatically 
impossible, because gavepdw, aS governing a question, can only have the 
meaning of theoretical revelation; but this assertion is unfounded, for in 
the N. T. usus loquendi (nay, even in the classics) the interrogative ric, some- 
times ri, confessedly appears where, according to the rule, the relative should 
properly be used; comp. Winer, p. 158 f. (E. T., 168), Al. Buttmann, p. 216 
(E. T., 250 f.); and especially if the thought involves an assumed question, 
as is the case here.?- That gavepodcda: cannot here be understood of the theo- 
retical revelation, is clear— (1) from the fact that no guiv is put with it, 
which Ebrard arbitrarily inserts when he interprets, “it has not yet been 
revealed to us, no information about it has yet been communicated to us;” 
(2) from the fact that the apostle himself immediately afterwards says what 


1 De Wette incorrectly remarks on écpeév: 
‘by destiny, by faith and aspiration or idea;” 


times at the least very remote, thus with 
S00jcerat, Matt. x. 19, and with éroiuacov, 


John rather signifies by éowév the actual 
reality. , 

2 Acts xiii. 25 is especially to be compared. 
According to Buttmann, the interrogative is 
used for the relative only after predicates 
which have a certain similarity wfth the verba 
sentiendi, etc., thus especially after éyew 
(Mark yiii. 1, 2); yet this similarity is some- 


Luke xvii. 8, where Buttmann finds himself 
compelled to supply a connecting verb. Be- 
sides, a similarity with the verba sentiendi is 
not to be denied to the verb davepotcba:, even 
if it does not describe the theoretical revela- 
tion, for the coming out of concealment in- 
cludes the becoming visible. 
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Christians will be in the future; (3) from the fact that a confession of 
present ignorance is at variance with the natural connection; from the fact 
that with this view a very artificial thought results for the following words, 
oidauev, «.7.A.; see below. — By obrw éepavepdy, «.7.2., the apostle accordingly 
states that the future condition of those who at present are réxva @co% is still 
concealed, has not yet come to light (comp. Col. iii. 3; Rom. viii. 18).1 
This future state is, it is true, something different from the present, yet it 
is not absolutely new, but is that “which is latent and established in the 
present ” (Diisterdieck, Braune). — oidauev dre dv gavepwf, x.7.4.]. By oidapev 
the apostle expresses his own and his readers’ consciousness of that which, 
as réxva Geod, they will be in the future. — With ¢avepwo9 we must supply 
ti éooueda, the meaning is the same as it previously has; so it is correctly 
‘explained by Didymus, Augustine, Socinus, Grotius, Paulus, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, De Wette, Semler, Liicke, Diisterdieck, Erdmann, Braune, ete. As 
Ebrard similarly supplies ri éodueda, but understands gavepwo7 here also of the 
knowledge, there results from him this thought: “we know rather that when 
it shall be made known to us, we shall even already be like Him,” in which 
“the emphasis is made to rest on the contemporancousness of the theoretical 
gavepodoba: with the actual duo écecda;” but in this interpretation, which 
suffers from unjustifiable supplements, a reference is brought out as the 
chief element of the thought which is in no way indicated, and is foreign to 
the context. — Some critics supply with ¢avepwo97 as subject Xpiordc, as in 
chap ii. 28, so Syrus, Calvin, Beza, Hornejus, Calov, Semler, etc. (Myrberg 
at least thinks that this is not omnino improbabile); this is, however, erro- 
neous, as in this ¢avepw97 what immediately precedes is clearly resumed. It 
is self-evident that this revelation will take place ¢v rj mapovcia Xpiotod; comp. 
ii. 28. —éuoi abtd éodueba]. aitd, i.e., Deo, cujus sumus filii (Bengel); the 
idea remains, indeed, essentially the same if airé is taken = Xproro (Storr), 
but the context decides in favor of the first explanation. The apostle says: 
we shall be to God duo, not ico, because likeness to God will not be uncon- 
ditioned, but conditioned by the nature of the creature, as a creature; in so 
far duovoc may be translated by “like,” only this idea has something indefinite 
in it, and therefore Sander not unjustly says that “thereby the point of the 
thought is lost.” As John himself does not more particularly define this 
future duor6rne of man with God, the commentator must not arbitrarily restrict 
the general idea on the one side or the other, as, for instance, by the refer- 
ence to the “light-nature of God” (Ebrard), or the dicatoobvn Ocod (Diisterdieck), 
or the déga Geod (De Wette).2— dri dpdueda abrov, caddc éort]. This sen- 
tence states the logical ground of the foregoing; Calvin, correctly: ratio haec 
ab effectu sumta est, non a causa; so that the sense is: “ because we shall see 


1 Ebrard groundlessly asserts that this view 2 Baumgarten-Crusius and others quote on 


amounts to a tautology: ‘our future state is 
still future;” for according to it the apostle 
rather expresses the thought that the future 
condition of the texva @eod will be distin- 
guished from the present; in which, plainly, 
there is not the slightest tautology contained. 


this passage 2 Pet. i. 4: Kkowwwvot THs elas 
odvoews; this is (as Briickner also remarks) 
unsuitable, for in this expression the author 
of that Epistle does not say what the Christian 
will be one day, but what he already is; it 
therefore corresponds rather to the rexva @cov, 
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Him as He is, we therefore know that we shall be like Him” (Rickli; so 
also Socinus, S. Schmidt, Erdmann, Myrberg, etc.). It is a different thought 
in 2 Cor. iii. 18, according to which Bengel explains: ea aspectu, similitudo 
(similarly Irenaeus, Adv. Haer., iv. 38, says: épaci Oeod mEepimountexy dobapoiac), 
according to which the sense is: “the beholding is the cause of the likeness” 
(Spener; similarly Baumgarten-Crusius, De Wette, Neander, Kostlin, Diist- 
erdieck, Ebrard; Braune, Weiss, etc.). But John does not here want to 
explain whence the éyowv elva: 7 Oe comes to the believer, but on what the 
otdéapev is based. The certain hope of the Christian is that he shall see 
God. In that hope there lies for him the certainty that he will one day be 
like God; for God can only be seen by him who is like Him.1_ When Rickli 
remarks on d6p6ue0a: “not a bodily vision of Him who is Spirit; it is the 
spiritual beholding, the knowledge of God in His infinite divine nature” 
(similarly Frommann, p. 217), or when others interpret this dpdv simply by 
“to know aright,” and similarly, this is contrary to the sense of the apostle; 
for as the word itself indeed shows, an actual seeing is meant. For man in 
his earthly body, God is certainly invisible; but it is different with the glori- 
Jfied man in his oda mvevyarindv (1 Cor. xv. 44); he will not merely know 
(the believer has knowledge already here), but see God; and, moreover, no 
longer 6v’ éo6rtpov év aiviyyati, but mpdawnov mpdc¢ mpdcwmor, 1 Cor, xiii 12. 
Compare, on the seeing of God, Matt. v. 8; 2 Cor. v. 7; Rev. xxii. 4. — By 
kaddc éore the entire reality of the nature of God: “as He is, not merely in a 
copy, etc., but in Himself and in His nature, His perfect majesty and glory” 
(Spener), is described.2 The relation of the single parts of this verse is 
usually regarded by the commentators as adversative; certainly viv and 
obrw form an antithesis, but the connecting «ai shows that the apostle con- 
sidered the first two thoughts less in their antithesis to one another than in 
their co-ordination, inasmuch as it occurred to him to emphasize them both 
equally : both that believers are now really réxva Oeod, and also that a glory 
as yet concealed — namely, likeness to God—awaits them. Between the 
third and fourth parts also, a sort of antithesis occurs (hence the Recepta dé), 
but here also the apostle is not anxious to bring out this contrast, but rather 
to add to the negatively-expressed thought, for its confirmation, the positive 
substance of Christian consciousness; comp. De Wette-Briickner, Braune. 
Ver. 3 shows the moral effect of the Christian hope; not the condition 
with which the fulfilment of it is connected, as Liicke thinks. The same 


1 To Diisterdieck’s question, Why then did 
not the apostle write: dyoueda avdrov, drt duoroe 
avT@ écoueda? it is a valid reply: because he 
did not want to represent the beholding of God, 
but likeness to God, as the purpose of the 
divine love, The justification of the rejected 
explanation by 2 Cor. ili. 18 is inappropriate, 
because John describes the future condition 
of the children of God, not as a becoming 
like, but as a being like (éodue0a). 

2 Calvin: ‘Deus nunc se nobis conspici- 
endum offert, non qualis est, sed qualem 
modulus noster eum capit.”” Weiss rightly 


observes that the emphasis is laid on caddis 
éorw; but it is incorrect for him to place this 
in contrast with His manifestation in the Son ; 
for God has not revealed Himself in Christ 
otherwise than xa0wWs é¢or..—As a curiosity 
the explanation of Oertel may be given here: 
‘One day after several centuries, mankind, 
which now belongs too much to the spirit of 
barbarism, will become more glorified, more 
ennobled, and more happy, and thus attain to 
the perfect knowledge of the plan of God and 
the purpose of Jesus,”’ t 
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combination of ideas, only in the form of exhortation, occurs in 2 Cor. vi. 
18 and vii. 1; 2 Pet. iii. 18, 14. — mac b tywv rv éAnida tadrny én’ aitS, namely, 
the hope of one day being like God.! “In the case of mac 6 éy. we can, as 
in ii. 29, bring out the converse in the meaning of the apostle: every one 

. . and only such” (Diisterdieck). The phrase éyew éAmida éxi with dative 
only here; Acts xxiv. 15: éy. éAm, eic Ocdv; but éAmivew éni with dative: Rom. 
xv. 12 and 1 Tim. vi. 17. — air, i.e., G26]. God is regarded as the basis 
on which the hope is founded. The idea of maintaining (Spener) is not 
contained in é&yewv.— dyvifer éavtdv Kaduc, «.7.4.]. dyvigeev (comp. on 1 Pet. 
i. 22), not “to keep one’s self pure” (& Mons, Bengel, Russmeyer, etc.), but 
“to purify one’s self, i.e., to make one’s self free of every thing that is unholy;” 
in Jas. iv. 8 it is used synonymously with kaéapifew. This self-purification 
necessarily follows from the Christian’s hope, because the object of this is 
to be like God, and therefore also to be holy.—JIn reference to the opinion 
that this purification is described as an act of man, Augustine says: videte 
quemadmodum non abstulit liberum arbitrium, ut diceret: castificat semetipsum. 
Quis nos castificat nisi Deus? Sed Deus te nolentem non castificat. Castificas 
te, non de te; sed de illo, qui venit, ut habitel in te. The active impulse of this 
ayvigew éavtov does not lie in the. natural liberum arbitrium of man, but in 
the hope, which the salvation work of God presupposes in man. — This 
purification takes place after the pattern (xadéc) of Christ (éxeivoc, ver. 4), 
who is dyvos, ie., “pure from every sinful stain.” The want of harmony 
which exists in the juxtaposition of the dyvigew éavrév of the Christian and 
the dyvov eivac of Christ, must not induce us to take xabdc here otherwise 
than in ver. 7, ii. 6, iv. 17, namely = quandoquidem, so that this clause 
would add a second motive for the dyvivew éavrov, as Ebrard thinks; the 
sense rather is, that the purity of Christ is the pattern for Christians, 
which the Christian by self-purification strives to copy in his life also. — 
éori: “the ayvéry¢ is a quality inherent in Christ” (Liicke); the present 
is not put for the preterite, but signifies the unbroken permanent state; 
chap. ii. 29. 

Ver. 4. The believer is so much the more bound to holiness, as all sin 
is dvouia. — dc 6 roy, k.7.A., corresponding to the beginning of ver. 3, mac 
6 éxov, «,7.4. The apostle is anxious to emphasize the truth of the thought 
as being without exception. moveiv tiv duapriay, as the antithesis of 
moteiy THY Sikaloobvnv, chap. ii. 29, is contrasted with dyvigew éavrov, ver. 33 as 
the apostle ‘‘ wants to contrast with the positive sentence, ver. 3, its negative 
counterpart,” “he begins with the antithesis of that idea which formed the 
predicate in ver. 8, and makes it the subject” (Ebrard). The definite 
article shows that the idea, according to its complete extent, is intended 
as definite, as forming the concrete antithesis to 4 dixasobvn;? both the 


1 Ebrard groundlessly would understand 
‘by eAmis the treasure which is the object of 
the hope. 

2 Braune, however, rightly observes that 
too strong an emphasis is not to be laid here, 
either upon the article or on movety; for in 


ver. 9 it is put auapriav movecy, and then, as 
synonymous with it, simply amapraverv; 
nevertheless, it is to be noticed that ‘the 
fuller idea movety ryy ap. at the beginning 
includes and determines the others, 7rovety apy. 
and auapravery” (Ebrard). 
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interpretation of Socinus: “to remain in sin,” and that of Baumgarten- 
Crusius: “to receive sin into one’s self, to let it exist in one’s self,” are alike 
arbitrary; even the very common definition: “to sin knowingly and 
wilfully,” is out of place here, as the subject here is not the way in which 
sin is done, but the actual doing of sin itself. According to Briickner,* 
by roviv tiv duaptiav “an actual moral tendency of life” is indicated; this 
explanation is apparently justified by vy. 6, 8, 9, but even in these passages 
the apostle’s meaning goes beyond the restricted idea of “tendency of life,” 
inasmuch as he certainly has sinning in view. —xal rHv duaptiav novi]. “Kai 
accentuates the idea that the very doing of duapria is as such equally the 
doing of dvouia” (Diisterdieck); by dvouia we are to understand, according 
to the constant usus loquendi, never the mere non-possession of the law 
(differently dvouoc, 1 Cor. ix. 21), but always the: violation of the law, 
namely, of the divine law, of the divine order according to which man 
should regulate his life, —Jawlessness (Liicke).2 .The sense therefore is: he 
who practises sin (in whatever way it may be) thereby makes himself guilty 
of the violation of divine order, he acts contrary to the #éAjua tod Ocod, chap. 
ii. 17. According to Ebrard, rv dvouiav roveid expresses the antithesis of 
éyew THY EArida tabdrnv, ver. 3; but it is more correct to perceive in that 
sentence — instead of a conclusion—the introduction of a new element, 
by which the sharp contrast with riv dieaoodvyy (ii. 29) is indicated. — The 
following words, «a? # duapria éorlv 7 dvopia, are added, partly to confirm the 
previous thought, partly to mark emphatically the identity of dapria and 
dvouia Which is expressed in it. The apostle does not want to give an exact 
definition of the idea dyapria (contrary to Sander), but to indicate its nature 
from the side “on which its absolute antagonism to any fellowship with 
God appears most unrestrictedly ” (Briickner). The apostle could not more 
sharply express the antithesis between the character of the believer, who is 
a téxvov Oeod, and will be buowc Ces, and the duapria, than by showing dyapria 
to be dvouia, whereby he most distinctly opposes the moral indifferentism 
against which the first section of the Epistle is also directed. Violence is. 
done to the thought, both by limiting the idea duapria to a particular kind 
of sin (a Lapide: loquitur proprie de peccato perfecto, puta mortifero), and by 
making dvouwa the subject and duapria the predicate ;* so also by mixing up 
references which are foreign to the context.4 The «ai by which the two 


1 Briickner rightly rejects the interpreta. 
tion of De Wette: “dauapria appears to be 
the broader idea, avouia the narrower, more 
definite and stronger, including particular 
offences, vices, etc.” 

2 avoula is distinguished from adixia (1. 9, 
v.17) in this way, that the former idea is 
contrasted with abstract right (Sicy), the 
latter with the concrete form of right (yds) 
(Briickner). 

3 K6stlin (p. 246) appeals in behalf of this 
construction to John i. 1: kar @eds Hv 6 Adyos, 
assuming that Kai apaptia, K.T.A,, is to be 
read; see, however, the critical notes. Against 


, 


this construction there is, besides, the fact 
that ayapria would have to be taken in a 
different sense here from that in which it is 
previously used, namely, as Kdéstlin says: 
“The first time auapria means sinful action; 
the second time, guilt in the sight of God.” 

4 This is the case, for example, in Hilgen- 
feld’s explanation: ‘ Not every one who 
deviates from the ceremonial laws, but only 
the sinner, falls under the category of avo- 
pia; not less in the remark of Calvin: “the 
sum of the thought is that the life of those 
who give themselves to sin is hateful to God, 
and cannot be tolerated by God.” 
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sentences are connected with one another, Bengel translates and explains 
by: tmmo (so also Briickner by “nay”), with the remark: non solum 
conjuncia est notio peccati et iniquitatis, sed eadem; this is incorrect, for even 
the first sentence expresses, not a mere connection, but identity. The 
apostle could have written instead of «ai the confirmatory particle 67, or 
the like, but by means of «ai the thought of the second clause obtains a 
more independent position (so also Braune). 

. Ver. 5 contains a new proof of the incompatibility of the Christian life 
with sin; this exists in Christ, to whose example the apostle has already 
pointed in ver. 8. Of Christ, John states two things, while he appeals to 
the consciousness of his readers (oidare; the same is the case with the 
reading of §: ofdawev) — (1) that His manifestation (é¢avepd67, an expression 
which refers to the previously unrevealed existence of Christ in heaven) 
had this purpose: iva ra¢ duapriac doy; and (2) that He is without sin. — 
Tac duaptiac aipeey may, of course, mean in itself “to bear our sins,” i.e., as 
the atoning sacrifice, in order thereby to procure their forgiveness, but here 
it means “to take away, to remove our sins;” for even although the Hebrew 
expression ])J! 8W2 signifies both, yet the LXX. translates this in the second 
sense only by aipew, but in the first sense by gépev (comp. Meyer on John i. 
29, and my commentary on 1 Pet. ii. 24); moreover, aipev with John 
constantly means “to take away;” comp. xi. 48, xv. 2, xvii. 15, xix. 31, 38; 
and the coritext is also decisive in favor of this meaning, for even though 
in the thought that Christ bore our sins, inasmuch as He suffered for them, 
there lies a mighty impulse to avoid sins, yet the antagonism of the Christian 
life to sin appears more directly and more strongly if the taking away of sins 
is described as the purpose of the manifestation of Christ. Kostlin (p. 180) 
rightly says: “ The expression signifies, to take away the sins themselves, but 
not their guilt or their punishment, for it is added: kal dy, év aitd obk éotw, 
and in ver. 8: épya rot diaBéAov.” This interpretation in Calvin, Luther, 
Russmeyer, Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius, Neander, Frommann (p. 449), 
Diisterdieck, Myrberg, Ebrard, Braune, etc., contrary to which Liicke, 
De Wette, Erdmann, etc., explain alpew = “to bear;” Liicke: “the object 
of the manifestation of Christ is the bearing of sins as a holy offering in 
His death;” while others, as Bede (“tollit et dimittendo quae facta sunt et 
adjuvando'ne fiant et perducendo ad vitam, ubi fieri omnino non possint”’), 
Socinus, a Lapide, Spener, Sander, Besser (also Liicke in his Ist ed.),} 
combine both meanings. Weiss, it is true, interprets aipew correctly, but 
thinks that the plural dyapriac “can only signify actually existing sins” 
which Christ takes away, “inasmuch as His blood cleanses us! from their 
guilt;” but in the whole context the subject is not the guilt of sins, but the 
sins themselves. The plural, however, by no means renders that interpre- 
tation compulsory. — The pronoun joy after ra¢ duapriac (see the critical 


1 Aipew 7. au. Nuav corresponds to the the ideal sense by the act of forgiving sin, and 
Kadapigev amd maons au, i. 7, and signifies also in the real sense by the act of sanctifying 
the whole extent of the redemptive activity of | the saved.” 

Christ, His office of taking away sin, both in 
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notes) is regarded by Liicke and De Wette as genuine ; Liicke: “ because 
John would otherwise have written rj duapriav;” De Wette: “because its 
omission appears to be occasioned by the interpretation of aipew = to 
remove;” Diisterdieck remarks against juév, that in the whole section vv. 
4-10 there is no direct application expressed ; from internal grounds it cannot 
be decided, inasmuch as rac duapr. fudv can be taken quite as generally as the 
simple rac duapriac. In regard to the plural rac duapriac, Diisterdieck rightly 
says that “thereby the form of representation is made so much the more 
vivid, as the whole mass of all individual sins is taken into view.” It is to 
be observed, that John does not regard Christ, according to the Pelagian 
mode of thought, only as the motive for the free self-determination of man, 
but as the active living cause of sanctification determining the will of 
man. It is His crucifixion especially from which proceeds, not only the 
forgiveness of sins, but also (in and with this) the new life, in which 
the believer purifies himself (dyvigec), even as He is pure (dyvéc). — The 
second thing which John states of Christ is: xa? duaptia év abto od Eott. 
The meaning of these words is not that in those who are in Christ there is 
no sin (Calvin, Paulus), but that Christ Himself is without sin; com. ver. 
3, ii. 29. This clause is not meant to confirm the preceding one (a Lapide: 
ideo Christus potens fuit tollere peccatum, quia carebat omni peccato, imo potes- 
tate peccandi; so also Oecumenius, Lorinus, Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, 
Neander); but it is co-ordinate with it (Liicke, De Wette-Briickner, 
Diisterdieck, Braune), in order to serve as a basis for the following state- 
ment. — The present éori is not used instead of the preterite (Grotius), nor 
is it to be explained in this way, with Winer (p. 251 [E. T., 267]), that 
“the sinlessness of Jesus is considered as still present in faith;” but it 
rather denotes, as in ver. 3, the character of Christ in its eternal existence. 
Ver. 6. mac 6 tv ait@ (i.€., Xptor®) yévov refers back to the exhortation in 
li. 27; uévew, not merely = inesse, expresses close fellowship. — ody duapraver]. 
John hereby states the abiding in Christ and sinning as irreconcilable oppo- 
sites; still it is not his meaning, that the believing Christian does not sin 
any more at all, or that he who still sins is not in Christ, for in i. 8-10, 
ii. 1, 2, iii. 3, he clearly enough expresses that sin still clings to the Chris- 
tian, and that he therefore needs constantly both the forgiving and saving 
grace of God, and the intercession of Christ, as well as self-purification. 
The solution of the apparent contradiction must not be sought by giving 
the word duaprave here a meaning different from what it has elsewhere 
(e€ g. = persistere in peccato; or with Capellus = sceleratum esse, or = to com- 
mit peccata mortalia); nor even by appealing to the apostle’s ideal mode of 
conception (De Wette, Diisterdieck; substantially also Weiss and Briick- 
ner),! for “John has here to do with real cases, and wants to indicate to us 
the marks by which it may be known whether a man loves the Lord or not, 
whether he is a child of God or of the wicked one” (Sander), as is clear 


1 When Weiss (and Briickner agreeing with and ought to be,” the expression of the apostle 
him) says ‘that John here represents the is explained by him also from its idealism. 
Christian life as according to its nature it is 
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from ¢avepa tori, ver. 10; but only in the fact that the Christian, who is a 
réxvov cod, bears the contradiction in himself that he, on the one hand, it is 
true, still actually sins, but, on the other hand, is also actually free from 
sin —so free from it that he cannot sin (ver. 9); he has actually broken 
with sin, so that in his most inner nature he is in the most decided opposi- 
tion to it; yet at the same time he finds it in himself, and indeed in such a 
way that he still actually sins (chap. i. 10), but inasmuch as he confesses it, 
and experiences the forgiving and saving love of the faithful God towards 
him (chap. i. 9), and with all earnestness practises the dyvigew éavrov, it ever 
loses more and more its power over him, and thus it results that it is no 
longer sin, but opposition to it (as something foreign to his nature), that 
determines his conduct of life; and hence the apostle may with perfect justice 
say, that he who abides in Christ does not sin (so also Braune),! which is 
quite the same as when Paul says: é tu év Xprot@, kaw KTiow: Ta dpxaia na- 
piAGev, idob, yéyove kava ta wavra (2 Cor. v. 17). —The antithesis expressed 
in the first clause is even more sharply brought out in the second, inasmuch 
as John does not say xdc 6 duaptavwv ... ov wéver év abto, but oby Edpaxkev 
abtov, obdé Eyvukev avtév.—nic 6 duaptdver is every one who leads a life 
in duapria, and therefore has not come out of the «écuo¢ into the number of 
God’s children;? such an one, says John, hath not seen neither known airév, 
i.e., Christ. Liicke takes the perfects épaxev and éyvwxev in present signifi- 
cation, the former in the meaning of “the present possession of the experi- 
ence,” the latter in the meaning of “the present possession of previously 
obtained knowledge;” but this is not rendered necessary by the context, 
and hence the perfects are to be retained as such, although it must be ad- 
mitted that John is considering the result as one that continues into the 
present. The meaning of the two verbs in their relation to one another is 
very differently explained; according to some commentators, édpaxev signifies 
something inferior (Semler, Baumgarten-Crusius, Liicke in his first edition), 
according to others, something superior (Socinus, Neander, Frommann, 
p. 228), to éyywxev. With the former view, oidé is taken as = “and still less; ” 
with the latter, as = “and not as much as.” Both are incorrect, for a dif- 
ference of degree is in no way suggested. Yet the two expressions are not to 
be regarded as synonymous, so that éyvwxe would only be added to bring out ° 
the spiritual meaning of éwpaxev (Diisterdieck); for, although oidé can neither 
be necessarily “disjunctive” (Liicke, first edition) nor “conjunctive” (Liicke, 


1 Besser appropriately says: ‘Every one 
who abides in Christ, to whom He once be- 
longs, does not sin, but says ‘No’ to sin, 
which belongs to the old man, and resists its 
alien power. A Christian does not do sin, but 
he suffers it. His will, his Christian ego, is 
not at one with sin. Hatred of sin is the 
common mark of the children of God; love 
of sin, the common property of the children 
of the Devil. Augustine’s explanation: “in 
quantum in Christo manet, in tantum non 
peccat,” is unsatisfactory, because it would 
thereby appear as if the inner life of the 


Christian were something divided in itself; but 
it is more correct when he says. ‘‘ Etsi infir- 
mitate labitur, peccato tamen non consentit, 
guia potius gemendo luctatur. 

2 Ebrard says this explanation is opposed 
to the context, because ‘even from ver. 4 the 
subject is such as are Christians, but are lack- 
ing in holiness, and it is only in ver. 6 that it 
is stated how far such Christians cannot be 
regarded as truly regenerate; ”’ but (1) do not 
the wnregenerate Christians still belong to the 
«koopos? and (2) does not that explanation 
refer precisely to the close of the 6th verse? 
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second edition), yet the form of the clauses shows, inasmuch as the object is 
put along with each verb, that oidé here has a stronger emphasis, and that 
John wanted to express by the two verbs two distinct ideas. In order to 
determine these, the original signification of the words must be retained. 
épav signifies neither “the mere historical knowledge of Christ” (Liicke), 
nor the perseverantia communionis cum Christo (Erdmann), and ywéoxew sig- 
nifies neither “the experience of the heart,” nor even “love;” but even here 
épav means to see, and yiwdoxev to know: but the seeing of Christ takes place 
when the immediate consciousness of the glory of Christ has dawned upon 
us, so that the eye of our soul beholds Him as He is in the totality of His 
nature; the knowing of Him when by meaus of inquiring consideration the 
right understanding of Him has come to us, so that we are clearly conscious 
not only of His nature, but also of His relation to us.1 

Ver. 7. While the apostle would reduce the specified antithesis to the 
last cause, and thereby bring it out in all its sharpness, he begins the new 
train of thought, connected, however, with the preceding, after the impres- 
sive address rexvia (or mawia), with the warning directed against moral indif- 
ferentism: pndete tAavatw bude, Which, as Disterdieck rightly observes, is not 
necessarily founded on a polemic against false teachers (Antinomians, for 
instance); comp. chap. i. 8.—6 mow tiv dixatoobvnv, diKatoc EoTt KabOG, K.T.A., 
with roceiv rHv dux., comp. chap. ii. 29. From the connection with the fore- 
going we would expect as predicate either édpaxev aitdv, «.7.A. (ver. 6), or 
év aito uéver (ver. 5); but it is peculiar to John to introduce new thoughts 
and references in antithetical sentences. By the subordinate clause xatac 
éxetvoc (1.€., Xprordc) dikatdc tort, he puts the idea dixaoc in direct reference to 
Christ, so that the thought of this verse includes in it this, that only he who 
practises d:xaoohvy has known Christ and abides in Him; for he only can be 
exactly xa@d¢ Xproro¢ (i.e., in a way corresponding to the pattern of Christ), 
who stands in a real fellowship of life with Him. It is incorrect, both to 
interpret, with Baumgarten-Crusius: “he who is righteous follows the ex- 
ample of Christ,” and also to take dixasoc = “justified,” and to define the 
meaning of the verse thus: “only he who has been justified by Christ does 
righteousness.” 2— There is this difference between the two ideas: ro:eiv 7Hv 


1 With this interpretation that of Sander, 
who interprets cwpaxey of ‘spiritual intuition 


or known Christ. When Erdmann defines 
éyvwkev as the ‘‘cognitio Christi, quae et in- 


or beholding,” and éyvwxev of the ‘* knowledge 
obtained more by reflection along the lines of 
dialectic and inquiry,” as well as that of Myr- 
berg, according to which the former signifies 
the ‘“immediata perceptio Christi spirituali 
modo homini se manifestantis,” the latter the 
‘perdurans cognitio atque intelligentia,” are 
in substantial agreement. Braune, it is true, 
assents to this view; but he erroneously thus 
defines the thought of the apostle: ‘Every 
one who sins, and inasmuch as he sins, is one 
in whom the seeing and knowing of Christ is 
a thing of the past, but does not continue and 
operate into the present;” for John plainly 
says of him who sins that he has not seen 


tuitu et intellectu non solum personae Christi 
verum etiam totius ejus operis indolem com- 
plectitur,” this is in so far unsuitable, as the 
intuitu belongs precisely to the cwpaxev. Very 
unsatisfactory is Ebrard’s explanation, that 
opev is ‘‘the seeing of Christ as the light, 
ywaoxewv the loving knowledge.” The differ- 
ence between opav and y.weoKew appears also 
in this, that in the former the operating 
activity is represented rather on the side of 
the object, which presents itself to the eye 
of the soul; in the latter, rather on the side of 
the subject, which this verb makes the subject 
of consideration. 

2 As there is no reference here at all to 
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duc. and dixatov elva, that the first signifies the action; the second the state. 
The reality of the latter is proved in the former. He who does not do right- 
eousness shows thereby that he is not righteous.} 

Ver. 8. 6 nowy tiv duapriav forms the diametrical opposite of 6 rody rv 
ducatocbvyv, inasmuch as it signifies the man whose life is a service of sin, 
““who lives in sin as his element” (Sander). While the former belongs to 
Christ, and is a réxvov cod, the latter is éx rod dcaBddov; é does not 
signify here either merely connection (De Wette), or similarity (Paulus), or 
imitation (Semler), but, as the expression réxvov rod duaB6Aov (ver. 10) shows, 
origin (so also Ebrard): the life that animates the sinner emanates from 
the Devil; “not as if the Devil created him, but that he introduced the evil 
into him” (Russmeyer). The apostle confirms the truth of this statement 
by the following words: 61. dm’ dpyi¢ 6 duéBoroc duapréve. The words dn’ dpyic 
are put first, because the chief emphasis rests on them, inasmuch as those 
who commit sin are é« tod dta8dAov, not because he sins, but because it is he 
who sinneth dz dpyzc. From this expression it must not, with Frommann 
and Hilgenfeld, be inferred that John was considering the Devil as an origin- 
ally evil being, — in dualistic fashion (comp. Kostlin, p. 127, and Weiss, 
p- 182 ff.), for John is not here speaking of the being, but of the action of 
the Devil. In order not to accuse John of the Manichaean dualism, the 
attempt has been made to define dz’ dpyj¢ more particularly, either by refer- 
ring it to the creation of the world (Calvin, S. G. Lange; also Hofmann, 
Schriftbew., second edition, I. 429: “since the beginning of the world;” or, 
“from the beginning of history, in the course of which the sin of men has 
begun”); or, to res humanae (Semler) ; or, to the time of the Devil’s fall 
(Bengel: ex quo diabolus est diabolus): but all these supplements are purely 
arbitrary. Many modern commentators take the expression in reference to 
the sin of man, and find this idea expressed in it, that “the Devil is related 
to all the sins of men as the first and seductive originator” (Nitzsch, Syst. 
der christlichen Lehre, sixth edition, p. 244 f.); thus Licke, Diisterdieck, 
Ebrard, Weiss, Braune, and previously in this commentary: but this 
thought, while it no doubt lies in the preceding éx rod diaBdAov and in the 
following réxvov roi diaB6dov, and hence in the thesis to be established, does 
not lie in this confirmatory clause, apart from the fact that in dm’ dpyic 
duaprave. no reference is indicated to the sin of man. It is otherwise in 
John viii. 44, where the more particular definition of the relation of the 
Devil to men is supplied with dm’ dpy7¢ from the context (“since he has put 
himself in connection with men”): here, on the contrary, John does not 
say “what the Devil is to men, but what is his relationship to God” (Hof- 
mann as above); but as he describes his relationship by am’ dpyig duapravet, 


1 Braune rightly proves, against Roman 
Catholics and Rationalists, that ‘‘ the predicate 


justification, there is no ground whatever for 
the assertion of a Lapide, that the thought of 


this verse forms a contradiction to the Prot- 
estant doctrine of justification by faith. —’The 
interpretation of Lorinus, that o rovwy ryv dex. 
is = “qui habet in se justitiam, i.e., opus 
gratiae, videlicet virtutem infusam,” is also 
plainly erroneous, 


is not first attained after what is expressed in 
the subjective clause has taken place,’ and 
that rather “the predicate is immanent in the 
subject.” 
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as a sinning which has continued from the beginning, this can only mean 
that the Devil’s first action was sin, and that he has remained and remains 
in that action. Likewise in the interpretation which Brickner gives of 
dm’ apxnc, “i.e., So long as there is sin,” dn’ dpy7¢ does not receive its full 
force.1 — The present duaprave: describes the sinning of the Devil as uninter- 
ruptedly continuous. — cic rodro égavepwon, x.7.,]- As vv. 6, 7, refer to the 
second part of ver. 5, these words refer to the first part of that verse: they 
not only express the antithesis between Christ and the Devil, but they bring 
out the fact that the appearance of Christ has for its object the destruction 
of the épya rod dcaPddov, i.e., of the duapriw which are wrought by him (not 
“the reward of sin,” Calov, Spener; nor “the agency that seduces to sin,” 
De Wette). Avew is used here as in John ii. 19 (similarly 2 Pet. iii. 10-12), 
in the meaning of “to destroy;” less naturally some commentators (a La- 
pide, Lorinus, Spener, Besser, etc.) maintain the meaning “to undo,” sins 
being regarded as the snares of the Devil. ‘ 

Ver. 9. Antithesis of the preceding verse; yet what was there the sub- 
ject is here—in its opposite—the predicate, and what was there the 
predicate is here the subject. — mac 6 yeyevvnuévoc éx tod Oeod]. Antithesis to 
him who is ék od d:aBdAov (ver. 8); “by mac the general signification of the 
clause is indicated” (Braune) ; duapriav ov moet is used in the same sense as 
To be born of God and to commit sin are mutually 
exclusive contraries; for 6 O&d¢ da¢ éort, Kal oxoria év avTO ovK Eotiv ovdeuia, chap. 
i. 5; comp. also chap. ii. 29; the child is of the same nature with him of 
whom he is born. For confirmation of the thought, John adds: é7 onépua 
Both the deeper context and the expression itself are 
opposed to the interpretation of these words, according to which ozépya is 
explained = réxvov, and év aité = év Ged (Bengel, Lange, Sander, Steinhofer) ; 
for if the apostle meant to say that ‘‘a child of God remains in God,” 
he would certainly not have exchanged the word réxvov, which so naturally 
would suggest itself just here, for another word, unusual in /his sense. 
By omépua Ocod is rather to be understood the divine element of which 
the new man is produced? (comp. Gospel of John i. 13), and which, as the 
essence of his being, keeps him from sin. According to many commenta- 
tors (Clemens Al., Augustine, Bede, Luther (1), Spener, Grotius, Besser, 
Weiss, Ewald, etc.), this is the word of God, in favor of which appeal is 
made not only to the parable of the sower (Matt. xiii.), but also to 1 Pet. 
i. 23 and Jas. i. 18. But that parable can here so much the less be adduced, 


ody duapraver, ver. 6. 


avrov év avT@ pévet. 


1 The idea that the Devil, before he sinned, 
was for a time without sin, is nowhere ex- 
pressed in Scripture; neither in Joln viii. 44 
nor in the deutero-canonical passages Jude 6 


2 Frommann (p. 170) incorrectly interprets 
orepua of the divine light originally dwelling 
in man, by which he is distinguished from the 
rest of creation; for the subject here is not 


and 2 Pet. ii. 4 (see my comm. on these pas- 
sages). — The view of Frommann, that John’s 
statements do not justify the representation of 
a personal existence of the Devil, that ‘he is 
nothing further than the .world-spirit that 
tempts man, considered in concrete person- 
ality,” is to be rejected as arbitrary. 


men as such, but the réxva rod Ocov. 

8 In his second edition Luther says: *‘ He 
calls the cause of our change a seed, not a full 
ear of corn, but what is cast into the ground, 
and must first die there; from thence there 
now results true repentance, so that it is ac- 
cordingly said: he cannot sin.” 
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as in it the reference is to the seed of plants; but here, as the allusion to 
the idea yeyevynpévoc shows, “the comparison is made to the seed of human 
birth, as in John i. 13” (Neander) ; and in the two other passages the word 
is not represented so much as the seed, but as the means of producing the 
new life. It is scarcely to be doubted that the apostle was here thinking 
of the Holy Spirit; the only question is, whether he means the Spirit 
Himself, the rveijua dywov in His divine personality (so Beza:: sic vocatur 
Spiritus sanctus, quod ejus virtute tanquam ex semine quodam novi homines 
efficiamur ; Diisterdieck and Myrberg; also, perhaps, Liicke and De Wette), 
or the Spirit infused by Him into the heart of man, the germ of life com- 
municated to his nature (Hornejus: nativitatis novae indoles, Semler: nova 
quaedam et sanctior natura; so also Ebrard, Braune, and others). The 
figurative expression is more in favor of the second view than of the first, 
only this germ of life must not, on the one hand, be regarded as something 
separate from the Holy Spirit Himself,? nor, on the other hand, as love 
(a Lapide, Lorinus), for this is the life which has proceeded from the 
oxépua, but not the onépua itself. — The thought that he who is born of God 
does not commit sin is still further emphasized by the words xa? ov dévarat 
dyaptave, whereby, of course, not the physical, but no doubt the moral, 
impossibility of sinning is described; both ideas, duaprévew as well as od 
dbvara, are to be retained in their proper meaning, and not to be arbitrarily 
perverted ; duapraver must here, just as little as in ver. 6, be restricted to 
mortal sins (a Lapide, Gagnejus), or to “sinning in the way in which they 
who are of the Devil sin” (Besser), or “to sinning knowingly and wilfully” 
(Ebrard), or even merely to the violatio charitatis (Augustine, Bede); but 
just as little is the pointedness and definiteness of od divara to be weakened 
and to be explained = aegre, difficulter potest, or similarly,’ for the apostle 
here wants to bring out the absolute antagonism which exists in general 
between being born of God and committing sin (so also Braune); comp. 
on ver. 6. With regard to the question as to the relationship of the thought 
expressed here to Heb. vi. 4 ff., comp. the remark on chap. ii, 19. — As in 
the case of the first thought of this verse, so here to this second one a 
confirmatory clause is added, namely: é7 é« rod O«od yeyévynra; it is true, 
the idea of the subject seems to be here repeated (similarly John iii. 31: 
6 Op ék rH¢ yac, éx The ya¢ éort), but here éx rod Ocod is put first, whereas in the 
subject it follows yeyevynuévoc, by which that idea is strongly accentuated ; 
Bengel: priora verba: ex Deo, majorem habent in pronunciando accentum, quod 
ubi observatur, patet, non idem per idem probari, collato initio verso. The sense 
therefore is: Because he is born of God (comp. chap. i. 5), he who is born 
of God, i.e., the believer, cannot sin. 


1 Weiss appeals to chap. ii. 14; but from 
the fact that John there says: 6 Adyos Tod 
Ocod ev vutv péver, it does not follow that 
orépua is here = 6 Adyos tr. @.; 80 much the 
less as there is no reference there to being 
born of God. It is more appropriate in con- 
nection with omépya to refer to chap. fi. 27. 

2 Brtickner inversely first interprets omepya 


as the rvedua 7, ©.3 but then adds: ‘and, 
indeed, in this way, that the principle of life 
which operates on man is at the same time 
regarded as the germ of life planted in man.” 
3 Grotius explains: ‘“‘res de gua agitur 
aliena est ab ejusmodi ingenio,” Paulus: 
‘not absolutely impossible, but: his whole 
spirituality and habit (!) are opposed to it.” 
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Ver. 10a concludes the development of the thought with the sharp 
antithesis of the children of God and the children of the Devil. —év toro 
is by most commentators justly referred to the preceding, inasmuch as in 
ver. 9 the characteristic sign of the réxva rod Ocod, and in ver. 8 that of the 
réxva Tod dvaBdAov, are stated. Some commentators, however (a Lapide, 
Grotius, S. Schmidt, Spener, Episcopius, Ebrard, etc.), refer it to what 
follows; but as in this only the one part of the antithesis is resumed, this 
reference is found to necessitate an arbitrary supplement. The explanation 
of a Lapide is clearly quite erroneous: hae sunt duae tesserae et quasi dwo 
symbola filiorum et militum Dei, se. justitia et caritas. —gavepé éor]. The eivai; 
é« Tod Ocod, and equally the eiva: éx Tod dia6A0v, are in their principle internal,, 
and therefore concealed: it is by the different soeiv that the different 
nature is disclosed; comp. Matt. vii. 16.— The expression, ra réxva Tod 
6ta86Aov, nowhere else in the N. T. except in Acts xiii. 10: vide diajdAov, is 
easily explained from ver. 8; comp also John viii. 44. Sander supposes a 
distinction between these and the children of wrath, Eph. ii. 3; while the 
latter name signifies all who are not born again, the former only signifies 
those among them “who despise the grace offered to them in Christ, and 
wantonly set themselves against it.” This is, however, incorrect, as the 
whole conduct. of men falls under the contrast of duaprévew and oy éuapravery, 
so the distinction of réxva tod Ocov and réxva tod diaBdAov, that is based on 
it, equally embraces the whole of humanity (see also Braune). Socinus 
accordingly with justice says: Ex Apostoli verbis satis aperte collig: potest, 
quod inter jilios Dei et filios Diaboli nulli sint homines medii. 

Vv. 100-22. This section treats on brotherly love as the substance of 
dixatootvy, and is therefore most closely connected with the foregoing; it is 
the commandment of Christ (ver. 11), instead of which hatred reigns in the 
world (vv. 12, 18); with love, life is connected; with hatred, death (vv. 14, 
15); in Christ we possess the ideal and example of love (ver. 16). True 
love consists not in word, but in deed (vy. 17, 18); it produces firm confi- 
dence towards God, and obtains an answer to prayer (vv. 19-22). 

Ver. 10b. Transition to the section on brotherly love. — mde 6 yu} mordv 
Sucatoobvyv refers to ver. 7, and further to chap. ii. 29; the meaning of moety 
Sucatoobvyv is here the same as there; only that the idea d:xacooivy is indicated 
by the article as definite and restricted; comp. ver. 8: rv duapriav; ver. 9. 
duaptiav.—obk Eotiv &k Tod Oe0d = obK eat Téxvov Tod Os0d,—Kal 6 pH 
dyarov tov &deAgdv abvrod]. Calvin correctly says: hoc membrum vice 
expositionis additum est. The dyérn is not a part of the dixawcivy (Bengel, 
Spener, Lange, Neander, Gerlach), still less something different from the 
Sicatoobvn, Which must be connected with it (Rickli), or even forms an antith-" 
esis to it (Socinus) ;1 but it is the essence and nature of the dixaocivn (so 
also Braune),? or rather the dicaotvy itself in reference to the brethren; 


1 While Socinus understands by dicacoovvnv may be true of love to God only, but not of 
movecy ** juste vivere ex praescriptione Mosaicae love to the brethren; but Christian brotherly 


legis et ipsius humanae rationis,” he explains love is, according to John, certainly identical 
aydrn as the transcendent Christian virtue of | with love to God, for the Christian loves his 
sacrifice for the brethren brother as one who is born of God. 


1 Ebrard and Myrberg object to this, that it 
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comp. Rum. xiii. 8-10; Gal. v. 14; Col. iii. 14; 1 Tim. i. 5; John xiv. 15. 
Besser: “brotherly love is the essence of all righteous life;” it is related to 
d.xaootvn just as to the repuruteiv xabOo éxeivoc meptenatyoe, chap. ii. 6. Ebrard 
erroneously tries to prove from the atros which is added, that ddeAdéc = 6 
nanoiov, Luke x. 36, and is therefore used differently from ii. 9, 10, 11, iv. 
20, 21, for that John in this relative sentence passes on to, the love of 
Christians towards one another is quite clear from ver. 11; the atrov only 
shows that, though in the foregoing the antithesis between the regenerate 
and the unregenerate is quite generally stated, this is for the special con- 
sideration of Christians. It is incomprehensible that the view, according 
to which John in this section speaks of Christian brotherly love (i.e., the 
love of Christians towards one another), is in antagonism with Matt. v. 44; 
1 Cor. iv. 12 (according to Ebrard). The co-ordinating xai is epexegetical 
= “namely ;” it is unnecessary to supply ov« éorw é 7. O, 

Ver. 11. ér confirms the thought expressed in the foregoing, that he 
who does not love his brother is not of God. —atrn éorlv 9 dyyeAia]. atrn 
refers to the following iva, with a retrospective allusion to dyanév rt. dd, abrod. 
The word dyyeAia = “message,” is here to be taken in the meaning of “com- 
mission,” “commandment.” With the reading érayyedia, comp. i. 5. By the 
words jv ... an’ apyjc, which do not refer to the Old-Testament period 
(Grotius: etiam sub lege), or to “the beginning of history” (Ebrard), the 
commandment of brotherly love is characterized as the dyyedia which is 
necessarily connected with the preaching of the gospel; comp. chap. ii. 7. 
— iva, x.7.2., states, not the purpose for which the dyyeAia is given, but the 
import of it, as frequently with words of wishing, commanding, etc. ; comp. 
Buttm., p. 203 ff.1 The dyandyev dadjrove shows that the apostle is in this 
section treating of the love of Christians towards one another; it is self-evi- 
dent that the Christian has to fulfil the general commandment of love, even 
to those who are not Christians. Yet John does not here enter on that, as 
it would be inappropriate, for he has here to do with the ethical antithesis 
between Christians as children of God and those who are opposed to them 
as children of the Devil; it is only on the ground of this antithesis that it 
can be said py ayardre rév Kéopor, il. 15. 

Ver. 12. The converse of Christian brotherly love is the hatred of the 
world, which has its example in Cain. —ov xa0dc¢ Kaiv, «.7.4.]. Contrary to 
the opinion of Grotius, with which Liicke agrees, that before xaboce we must 
supply “ ob« dyev éx tod movgpos” dependent on iva, De Wette has shown the 
clumsiness of speech that would result with this construction; it is unjusti- 
fiable, however, on the side of the thought also, for it is impossible that 
John would say that to Christians the commandment has been given from 
the beginning, not to be é« rod rovypos. Most commentators supply after od 
the thought “we should be disposed,” and after Kdiv the relative é¢. Thus 
there certainly results a good sense; but if the apostle had thought thus, he 


1 Braune would have the idea of purpose tained as a fask in the gift of the message,” he 
retained; but in his interpretation: “it is not quite overlooks the fact that if iva =in order 
merely the substance of a commandment that that (and only thus is the original idea of 
is treated of, buta commandment which iscon- purpose retained), it cannot refer to avn. 
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would also have expressed himself thus; at least he would not have left out 
the éc. De Wette rightly finds here “an inexact comparison of contrast, as 
John vi. 58, only still more difficult to supply, and just on that account not 
to be supplied,” i.e., by a definitely formulated sentence (so also Braune). 
Christians are (and therefore should also show themselves as) the opposite 
of Cain; they are é« rod Ocod, Cain was éx tod movnpod; tod movypod is not neuter, 
but masculine; 4 movqpdg = 6 6043020¢; comp. especially Matt. xiii. 38.1— xa? 
Ecdatev tov ddceAgdv abrod]. This murder of his brother is the evidence that 
Cain was é« rod rovnpod. The verb opdgew (besides here, only in the Apoca- 
lypse), strictly used of slaughter, indicates the violence of the action;? the 
diabolical character of it is brought out by the following: kat yapuv rivog, k.7.A.5 
the form of the sentence in question and answer serves to bring out emphat- 
ically the thought contained in it, that the hatred of Cain towards his brother 
was founded in his hatred towards the good, i.e., that which is of God, for 
it is just in this that the hatred of the world towards believing Christians is 
also founded.? The correspondence between é« tod novypod and ra Epya adbrov 
novnpa, Which J. Lange and Diisterdieck have already noticed, is to be 
observed. 

Ver. 13. If Cain is the type of the world, it is not to be wondered at 
that the children of God are hated by it; accordingly the apostle says, uy 
Oavudgere, x.7.2.; comp. ver. 1; not exactly to comfort his readers about. it, 
but rather to bring out the antithesis clearly; Neander.: “it must not sur- 
prise Christians if they are hated by the world; this is to them the stamp 
of the divine life, in the possession of which they form the contrast to the 
world.” — The particle «i expresses here neither a doubt nor even merely 
possibility ; for, that the world hates the children of God, is not merely pos- 
sible, but in the nature of the case necessary; it is only the form of the 
sentence, and not the thought of it, that is hypothetical;4 comp. John 
xv. 18, also Mark xv. 44. 


1 The strange rabbinical view of the devil- 
ish nature of Cain in Zohar on Gen. iv. 1: 
* Rabbi Eleazar dixit : Cum projecisset serpens 
ille immunditiem suam in Eyam eaque illam 


hand of a godless man, or as a sacrifice which 
Cain offered to his god, the Devil.” 

8 That Cain slew his brother because his 
own works were evil and his brother’s right- 


suscepisset, remque cum Adam _habuisset, 
peperit duos filios, unum ex latere illo im- 
mundo et unum ex latere Adami; fuitque 
Cain similis imagine superiorum h. e. Angelo- 
rum et Abel imagine inferiorum h. e. homi- 


num, ac propterea diverse fuerunt viae istius: 


ab illius viis. Equidem Cain fuit filius spiritus 
immundi, qui est serpens malus; Abel vero 
fuit filius Adami; et propterea quod Cain 
venit de parte Angeli mortis, ideo interfecit 
fratrem suum.” 

2 From the fact that ofdagery is used in the 
Revelation of “slaying in a holy service, as 
the martyrs are slain, even though by the 
godless”? (which is never quite appropriate, 
comp. Rey. vi. 4), it cannot. be concluded that 
John here used the expression in order ‘to 
mark the death of Abel as a martyrdom by the 


eous, does not seem to correspond to the 
Mosaic narrative, for ra épya are not the offer- 
ing, but the works in general (Spener: ‘ the 
whole manner of life’’); but there is no real 
contradiction, for the narrative in Genesis 
does not exclude the idea that the piety of 
Abel had already excited in Cain hatred 
towards his brother, and that, when God 
despised his offering, but had respect unto 
his brother’s, this hatred went so far that he 
became guilty of murder. Cain with his 
hatred, and Abel in his suffering on account 
of his dvcatoovvy, serve the apostle as proto- 
types of the world and of the children of 
God. On the similar view in Philo and in 
the Clementine Homilies, see Liicke on this 
passage. 

4 Ebrard explains ei incorrectly:  when- 
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Ver. 14. The contrast of love and hatred is at the same time one of life 
and death. — jeic oldauer]. qyeic forms the antithesis of 6 kéouoc. Though 
the world hate us and persecute us to death, as Cain killed his brother, we 
know, etc. — ére peraBeBjxapev &x Tod Oavarov eic tiv Copy]. Comp. Gospel of 
John v. 24; the perfect shows that the subject is a present and not merely 
a future state; moreover, the apostle does not say that the Christian has 
received the title to eternal life (Grotius: yuri ad rem saepe datur nomen rei 
tpsius), but that the believer has already passed from death into life, and 
therefore no longer is in a state of death, but in life. By Gw% is to be under- 
stood not merely the knowledge of God (Weiss), but holy life in truth and 
righteousness; by @évaroc, not merely the want of the knowledge of God 
(Weiss), but unholy life in lying and sin. The natural man is fallen in 
lies and unrighteousness, and hence wretched év davarw: by the salvation of 
Christ he enters from this state into the other, the essence of which is happi- 
ness in truth and righteousness.!_ That the Christian, as such, is in a state 
of (a7, he knows from the fact that he loves the brethren; brotherly love is 
the sign of the (wo; therefore the apostle continues: dru dyamipev todc ddeAgodc. 
—én refers, as most commentators rightly interpret, to oidavev and not to 
petoBeBjxayev (Baumgarten-Crusius, Kostlin); the relation between G7 and 
ayarn is, namely, not this, that the latter is the originating cause of the 
former (Lyra: opera ex caritate facta sunt meritoria), but both are one in their 
cause, and are only distinguished in this way, that G7 is the state, dyin the 
action of the believer: out of the happy life, love grows, and love again pro- 
duces happiness; therefore John says: 6 uy dyardv (sc. tdv ddeAddv, see the 
critical notes) péve: év 16 Oavarw, by which the identity of not loving and of 
abiding in death is directly brought out.2—It is not without a purpose that 
the apostle contents himself here, where he has only to do with the simple 
antithesis to the preceding, with the negative idea, uw» dyarév, with which 
the év 76 Gavarw péver. also corresponds; it is only in the following verse that 
the negation reaches the form of a positive antithesis. — péve: expresses here 
also the firm, sure being (so also Myrberg); it is therefore used neither 
merely in reference to the past, nor merely in reference to the future. 

Ver. 15. dc 6 yuodv, instead of the preceding pu7 dyarav; not loving, and 
hating, are one and the same thing :® for pure indifference is not possible to 
the living human soul. — dvépuroxrovoc tori]. This word (except only in John 
viii. 44, used of the Devil) does not signify the murderer of the soul, whether 


ever the case occurs,” for the hatred which is 
here spoken of is not a frequently occurring 
case, but a necessary relationship. Braune 
unintelligibly says: “‘ by ec John signifies that 
his readers as a whole or as individuals have 
after all at present no hatred to endure.” 

1 By this expression * wetaBeByxamev, K.T.A., 
the apostle describes Christians as having 
been, previously to their believing, év 7 @ava- 
tw, hence also not yet réxva rov cov; contrary 
to the assertion of Hilgenfeld, that the author 
of the Epistle shared the Gnostic view of the 
original metaphysical difference in men. 


2 Besser: ‘* Where hatred is, there is death; 
where love is, there is life; nay, love itself is 
life.’’ Weiss erroneously maintains that here, 
‘instead of the strict converse in the form of 
a progressive parallelism, just that is men- 
tioned which is the result of the non-transition 
from death to life, namely, the abiding in 
death,’ for John did not need to say actually 
that he who has not passed from death to life 
is in death. 

3 Wrongly, Nicol, de Lyra: ‘ Odisse pejus 
quam non diligere.”” 
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one’s own or one’s brother’s, but the niurderer in the strict sense. Every 
one who hates his brother is a murderer, not merely inasmuch as hatred 
sometimes leads to murder, but because by his nature he is inclined to the 
destruction of his brother, and if he does not attain this object is only hin- 
dered from it by other opposing forces. As in the moral life it is not the 
outward act in itself, but the intention, that is of consequence, every one 
who lives in hatred towards his brother must by the moral consciousness 
(or by God, Drusius, Hornejus) be regarded as a murderer; comp. Matt. 
y. 21 ff., 27, 28. — Hence it is clear that the real thought of the apostle is 
missed when juceiv is here limited to the odium perfectum (Hornejus). Baum- 
garten-Crusius erroneously denies that dvdpwroxrévo¢ refers to Cain, ver. 12; 
this reference is clearly patent. —xai oidate]. De Wette: “whence? from 
the Christian consciousness in general.” — 61 ma¢ dvOpwrokrévoc, x.7.A-}- He 
_ who takes his brother’s life can not and must not retain life himself, his life 
decays in death; that is the order appointed by God; comp. Gen ix. 6 
Accordingly he who in his heart murders his brother, cannot be in possession 
of the life which dwells in the heart, i.e., of “eternal life.” By (ay aidvioc 
we are to understand the same thing as in ver. 14 was described by the 
simple word Gf; and gy is to be retained as the actual present: errone- 
ously, a Lapide: non habebit gloriam vitae. — The adjective pévovoay Liicke, 
with whom Sander agrees, appealing to the parable of the unmerciful ser- 
vant, explains by the fact that John is speaking to Christians who already 
had some part in eternal life. But the expression ré¢ 6 yicwv shows that 
John is here speaking quite generally, and, indeed, in order to confirm the 
preceding thought, 6 yy dyardv péver év TO Oavarw; it must therefore be the con- 
dition of those who form the xécyore (to whom also the mere nominal Chris- 
tians belong), of those accordingly who have no part in the (ay aldvioe, that 
is stated. By yuévovoay is therefore not suggested the loss of a previously 
possessed good; just as little as in the corresponding passage, Gospel of 
John v. 88: tov Adyov aitod ob« Exete év tuiv uévovta, Where also the meaning 
is not that those addressed have previously had the word of God, for this is 
distinctly denied in ver. 87. The pévovoay is rather explained by the fact 
that he alone really has the 0? aicvog in whom it abides (comp. chap. ii. 19); 
pévew expresses here also, according to John’s usus loquendi, the idea of being 
in a strengthened degree, and may accordingly be used quite apart from any 
reference to the previous state; yévovcav is to be connected with iv abr; he 
has not the life abiding, i.e., surely and firmly existing, in him.} 


Vy. 16-18. Description of true love. & 


1 It is incorrect to say, with Braune: “ by 
wevovoav the existence of eternal life from 
baptism, etc., is indicated,” since in the con- 
text there is no reference whatever to baptism, 
instruction, etc., and the advantage resulting 
therefrom. Weiss artificially explains: ‘“* John 
supposes the case of a person haying eternal 
life, and now goes so far as to say that even 
such an one may not have it permanently at 
least, but may be in the condition of losing it 
if by hating his brother he becomes a mur- 


derer;”’ such a case John would not and could 
not at all assume. Very strange is Ebrard’s 
interpretation * “ swpposing that the murderer 
had at the time the Gwy aidvios in him (which, 
however, according to ver. 9, is not possible in 
the full (!) sense), yet this would not remain 
in him, he would again fall away from the gwy 
(which just for this reason could not be genu- 
ine),” as well as his assertion that gwiy aid. 
is here used without the article, because John 
could not ascribe to him who is not a true 
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Ver 16. Whilst he who belongs-to the world hates his brother and is 
therefore an dvépuroxrévec, Christians, on the contrary, are by the example 
of Christ to lay down their life for their brethren. — év roirw refers to the 
following 611. —éyvdxapev tiv ayanny, “we have known the love, i.e., the character 
or the nature of the love” (Bengel, De Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Liicke, 
Sander); some commentators (Carpzov, Paulus, etc.) erroneously supply 
with ryv dyarnv as a more particular definition, tod Xpicrob; others (Grotius, 
Spener, etc.), rov cod. In Christ’s self-devotion to death, love itself became 
concrete. Without adequate reason Ebrard supplies with év rotrw an ovcar, 
so that é- ro#rw forms the predicate of 77 dyarnv; thus, “we have known love 
as consisting in this;” and éyvdé«auev is only used as an accessory. — éru éxeivoe, 
ie., Christ; comp. ver. 7, chap. ii. 6. “ He, says the apostle, without men- 
tioning him by name, for He is to every believer the well-known ” (Rickli). — 
The phrase, r7v puyzv rebévaz, besides here and frequently in the Gospel of 
John, never appears elsewhere either in the N. T. or in the classics. Meyer 
on John x. 11 explains it by the “representation of the sacrificial death as a 
ransom paid: to lay down, to pay; according to the classical usage of ridévaz, 
according to which it is used of payment;” Hengstenberg (on the same 
passage) explains it by Isa. lil. 10; but it is unsuitable to supply the idea 
“ransom” or “an offering for sin,” for the r.9évar THY puyxAv is not merely 
ascribed to Christ, but is also made the duty of Christians; besides, in that 
case bxép could not be wanting, as is the case in the Gospel of John x. 17, 18. 
The derivation of it from the Hebrew 33 WD] D'Y (Ebrard) is equally 
unsuitable, because “here the ‘}33 is essential” (Meyer). According to 
John xiii. 4, rivyju: may in this phrase also be interpreted = deponere (so 
most commentators), which is so much the more appropriate as in John x. 
iva TA 2GBw abtHv is conjoined with ridnu tHY puyhv ov, just as in chap. 
xiii. 12 it runs, cai Aa Bev ra ivatia abtov; “comp. animam ponere in Propert. 
II 10, 48, and dnimnam deponere in Corn. Nep., Vita Hannib. I. 3” (Briickner). 
Perhaps riénu. might also be taken in the meaning of “to give up” (JU. 
xxiii. 704: Oeivar ic pécoov, riHévat eic Td xowdv, in Pape see ridnu).—dTéip uav 
is, “for our good,” i.e., to save us from destruction; for the idea, comp. chap. 
ii. 2. — Kai queic, «.7.4., comp. chap. ii. 6. By this the climax is stated (John 
xy. 13); but even every self-denying sacrifice for our brethren belongs to the 
Tibévac THY wox7v, to which we are bound by the example of Christ by virtue 
of our fellowship with Him. — The reading 6eiva is just as conformable to 
the N. T. usus loquendi as the Ree. rbéva, for dgeiAecv is sometimes connected 
with the pres. inf., and sometimes with the aor. inf. For the idea, comp. 
Rom. xvi. 4.1 


child of God ‘the eternal life,’”’ but ‘eternal 
life,” i.e., powers of the future world. Comp. 
against this, v. 13. 

1 The thought of this verse is, according to 
Ebrard, the surest proof that John in this 
section is not treating of the ‘‘ general and 
vague (!) idea of brotherly love,’’ but of the 
relation of the réxva cov to those who are not 
téxva. ®eov,”’ because the apostle cannot possi- 


bly ‘limit the duty of loving sacrifice of life 
to the relationship of the regenerate to one 
another.” But (1) the idea of Christian 
brotherly love is very far from being a vague 
idea; (2) when Christians are exhorted so to 
love one another as to lay down their lives for 
one another, that is not a limitation of the 
commandment of love; (3) those who are not 
Téxva @cov, and are therefore réexva Tov dta- 
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Ver. 17. As the apostle wants to bring out that love must show itself by 
action, he turns his attention to the most direct evidence of it, namely, com- 
passion towards the needy brother. “By the adversative connection (dé) 
with ver. 16, John marks the progress from the greater, which is justly 
deinanded, to the less, the non-performance of which seems, therefore, a 
grosser transgression of the rule just stated” (Diisterdieck). According to 
Ebrard, the 6é is meant to express the opposition to the delusion “that love 
can only show itself in great actions and sacrifices ;” but there is no sugges- 
tion in the context of any thing like this. — dv Biov rod xéouov: “the life of 
the world,” i.e., that which serves to support the earthly, worldly life; comp. 
Luke viii. 43, xv. 12, xxi. 4.1. The expression forms here a significant con- 
trast to Cw) aidvoc (ver. 15). — dewpeiv, stronger than dpay, strictly “to be a 
spectator,” heuce = to look at; “it expresses the active beholding ” (Ebrard, 
similarly Myrberg: oculis immotis).— With xpeiav éyew, comp. Mark ii. 25; 
Eph. iv. 25.— The expression, «deiew ta ondcyyva, is found only here; 7a 
onduyxva as a translation of D°2M appears both in the LXX. as well as often 
in the N. T. = xapdia; “to close the heart,” is as much as “to forbid to com- 
passion towards the needy brother entrance into one’s heart;” the additional 
an’ avron is used in pregnant sense = “turning away from him” (Liicke, 
De Wette, Diisterdieck). The first two clauses might have had (not, as 
Baumgarten-Crusius says, “must have had”) the form of subordinate 
clauses; but by the fact that the form of principal clauses is given to them, 
the statement gains in vividness. The conclusion, which according to the 
sense is negative, appears as a question with mé¢ (comp. chap. iv. 20), where- 
by the negation is emphatically brought out. 4 ayamn Tod Oeod is love to God, 
not the love of God to us (Calov).2 Here also yévew has the meaning 
noticed on ver. 15 (Myrberg); incorrectly, Lucke: “as John is speaking of 
the probable absence of the previously-existing Christian life, it is put pévee 
and not éori.” The apostle does not want to say that the pitiless person 
loses again his love to God, but that it never is really in him at all. Piti- 
lessness cannot be combined with love to God; the reason of this John states 
in chap. iv. 20. 

Ver. 18. True love proves itself by deed. The exhortation contained 
in this verse is, on the one hand, a deduction from the foregoing (especially 
from vy. 16 and 17); but, on the other hand, it forms the basis of the 
further development. — rexvia]. Impressive address before the exhortation. 
— Mp dyarGuEv Ady unSE TH YAwoon, i.e., “let us not so love that the proof of 
our love is the outward word or the tongue ;” yd? 7p yAdooy is epexegetically 
added, in order to mark the externality of the love indicated by d6yw dyamav, 
inasmuch as it points out that by Adyoc here only the outward word is meant; 


Bodov, John cannot possibly call a5eApot with- 1 Comp. the Greek proverb: Bios Biov ded- 
out any further statement; (4) the whole Mevos OVK EaTte Bios. 
section is an explication of ayar@mev ddAAjAovs, 2 Ebrard explains  aydéryn 7. @cod: “the 


ver. 11; but by aAAyjAovs cannot be understood love which in its essential being took substan- 
the children of God and the children of the tial form after Christ and in Christ’s loving 
Devil in their relation to one another; comp. deed”’(!). 

besides, iv. 2-11. 
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it is erroneous to regard yAdooa as a climax in so far as “one may love with 
words (without deeds), but in such a way that the words are nevertheless 
really and sincerely meant” (Ebrard), for John would not in the very least 
consider as truly and sincerely meant words of love which remain without 
corresponding deed. The article serves “to vivify the expression ” (Liicke) : 
the tongue as the particular member for expression of the word. It is 
unnecessary, nay, “contrary to the text” (Diisterdieck), with Beza, Lange, 
Sander, etc., to supply “uovov” with dyanduev, «.7..; for dyandv Aoyw, K.7.A., 
in itself expresses the mere apparent love. — daw’ év épyw nal dandeia]. Instead 
of the Rec. épyw, we must read év épyw. According to De Wette, the two 
readings are synonymous; according to Liicke, év gpyw «. da. has more of 
“adverbial nature” than épyw «al dandeig; “in 7H Adyw the apostle is con- 
sidering more the way in which love expresses itself, in év épyw x. dd. he is 
considering more the form and fashion of it.” The preposition suggested 
itself to the apostle because the work, as being the realization of love, 
stands in an inner relationship to it, “is the element in which love moves” 
(Diisterdieck).1 Aéyoc and épyov are frequently in the N. T. connected with 
one another; so Luke xxiv. 19, Acts vii. 22, and many other passages; in 
order to bring out the insufficiency of Adyoc in 1 Cor. iv. 19, 20, 1 Thess. i. 5, 
divawic is contrasted with it. By xa? dAn@eia the apostle does not mean to 
add a second element of love, but to characterize the dyandv év tpyw as the 
true love (so also Myrberg); a love which does not show itself év épyw is 
only an apparent love.? The relationship of (év) dAydeia to év épyw is just 
the same as that of 77 yAéooy to Aoyw. The two words of each clause express 
together one idea, and these two ideas are contrasted with one another, so 
that it is not to be asked whether Ady» corresponds with égpyw, and yAdooy 
with ddndcia, or yAdooy with %pyw, and Ady with dandeia (against Diisterdieck 
and Braune). With the thought of this verse compare especially Jas. 1i. 15, 
16; only here the thought is more comprehensive than there.® 

Vv. 19, 20. Blessed result of true love. — «ai év rotrw]. Kai: simple 
copula. — év rotr» does not refer here, as in chap. ii. 3, iii. 16, 24, iv. 2, to 
the following thought, but to the foregoing dyan@v év tpyw x, dd. The future 
yvwooueda, which, according to the authorities, is to be read instead of 
yweoxouev (see the critical notes), “is used as in John vii. 17, vill. 31, 32, 
xiii. 85, where the subject is the possibility of an event which may with 
justice be expected” (Braune): it is the more natural here, as the form of 
thought is the cohortative; the sense is: If we love éy épyw «ai dAndeia, we 
shall thereby know that, etc. — dri é« rig GAndeiag éovév: weakening and partly 
erroneous explanations of the phrase: é« ric dd, elva, are those of Socinus: 
vere talem esse ut quis se esse profitetur; of Grotius: congruere evangelio, of 


1 Braune: ‘‘It is to be observed that the 
first pair in the dative only states the means 


by which love operates; the preposition év 


states the element in which it moves.” 

2 Comp. John iv. 24, where also ‘kat adAy- 
Ocia ” is added to ev mvevuar, not to bring out 
a second element of true worship (contrary to 
Meyer on this passage), but to describe the 


mpookuvery év mvevmate as true worship ‘in 
contrast to every apparent worship. 

3 Wolf quotes the corresponding statement 
of Picke, Avoth, chap. v.: “Omnis dilectio, quae 
dependet a verbo, verbo cessante, ipsa quoque 
cessat: at quae non dependet a verbo, nun- 
quam cessat.”? — In Theognis 979 it is put thus: 
1y wou avip cin yAdoon pidos, GAAG Kat Epyw. 


570 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF JOHN. 


Semler: dAydetew év ayary; of Baumgarten-Crusius: “to be as we ought to 
be;” of De Wette: “to belong to the truth; to live in it.” Bengel, on the 
other hand, rightly interprets the preposition é of the principium or ortus; 
so also Liicke, Diisterdieck, Braune, etc.; comp. John xviii. 37, and Meyer 
on this passage. The truth is the souree of life in love. It is indeed in its 
deepest nature God himself ; but é« rod Oecod must not be put instead of é 
tie GAndeiac, for the apostle here, with reference to the preceding dAndeia, 
arrives at the idea of truth. Love év dAnveia is the evidence of being born 
éx Tie GAndelac. —Kal Eumpoodsv abton meicomerv Tag Kapdiac Hudv]. This 
sentence is not governed by ér, but it is independently connected with the 
preceding, either depending or not depending on év rotrw; if the former is 
the case, “we must take év roirw combined with meicouev somewhat differently 
than when connected with y:vworouev (yrwodueda) ; with the latter it would be 
more therein, with the former more thereby” (Liicke; so also Braune); if 
the latter be the case, the thought: év rovtw yrwodueba 671, x.7.2., Serves as the 
presupposition of the following éuzpoodev abtod, x,.7.A., in this sense: if we truly 
love our brethren, we shall therein know, etc., and thus (in this consciousness 
of being of the truth) we shall assure our hearts, etc.1 The idea that with 
kat fuxpoodev an entirely new thought appears, which stands in no intimate 
connection with the preceding (Ebrard), is contradicted by the «ai, which 
closely connects the two thoughts with one another. What, then, is the 
meaning of reicowev td¢ Kapdiac yudav? Plainly meicowey expresses a truth 
which we (the subject contained in reicouev) impress upon our hearts, so 
that they are thereby determined to something, which presupposes at least 
a relative contrast between us and our hearts. The verb zeidew means either 
to persuade a person to something, so that he thinks or acts as we wish, or to 
convince him of something so that he agrees with our opinion. Some ancient 
commentators have interpreted in accordance with the first signification: 
suadebimus eorda nostra, ut studeant proficere in melius ; the more particular 
definition which is added is here clearly quite arbitrary; it is not much 
better with the explanation of Fritzsche (Comment. III. de nonnullis 
Pauli ad Gal. ep. locis); animos nostros jflectemus, nempe ad amorem vita 
Jactisque ostendendum, or even with the more recent one: anim. n. flectemus 
sc. ut veram Christi doctrinam tueamur (see Erdmann, p. 129 ff.).2_ It is very 
common to explain reidew here by placare, to calm, to compose; this, it is 
true, is in so far inaccurate as reife has not this meaning in itself, but 
certainly the verb is sometimes used in such a connection that the purpose 
of the persuasion is the calming of anger or of a similar passion ;? hence 


1 Liicke: ‘‘ Even if it be unadvisable to con- have the assurance that we are of the truth) 
nect Kai éumpoobev avrod, x.7.A., directly with we shall, ete.” 
év TovT», 80 that it appears better, with Lach- 2 This interpretation is based on the erro- 


mann and the old commentators, to put a neous view that civar é« THs aAnbelas is=veram 
comma after éouwév, every one must at least doctrinam tenere; the former interpretation 
admit the connection in the direct succession _is contradicted by the fact that if we already 
of the sentences, But then it must also be know from our love to the brethren that we 
permitted to take the logical connection thus: are of the truth, we do not need for the first 
Tn this (vv. 16-18) do we know that we are of time to move our hearts to love. 

the truth. And thus (if we in living love 5 In favor of this we may appeal to the 
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the original meaning of the word passes into the above. This may be the 
case here also, for the following xatay:véoxy shows that the apostle regards 
our heart as affected with a passion directed against us; then the following 
67, ver. 20 (at least the second, for the first may also be the pronoun 6 7), 
is the causal particle = “because, since.” Taking this view, the sense is: 
In the consciousness that we are of the truth, we shall silence the accusation which 
our heart makes against us, because God is greater than our heart. —If, on 
the other hand, we take zeidev in the meaning of to convince, 6 (at least the 
second) is = “that;” and the sentence peitwr éorlv 6 Bede THG Kapdiag Rudy is 
the object belonging to meicouer; so that the sense is: If our heart accuses 
us, we shall bring it to the conviction that God is greater than it. — The words 
éuxpoober abrod, 1.e., rod cod, do not point to the “future judgment” (Liicke, 
De Wette), but to the representation of God in the devotion of the soul, 
which is peculiar to the Christian. By putting them first, it is brought out 
that the zeicowey only occurs in this representation of God (Diisterdieck, 
Ewald, Briickner, Braune).— Ver. 20. By far the most of the commenta- 
tors take the 67. with which this verse begins as the particle, either = 
“ because” or “ that,” and explain the second 67 as epanalepsis of the first. 
The supposition of the epanalepsis of a particle has, considered in itself, 
nothing against it, although it very seldom appears in the N. T., but it is 
only suitable if 6m is the objective particle (comp. Eph. ii. 11, 12);1 from 
this it follows, that, if rei@ouev has the meaning “to calm,” the first 67 is not 
to be regarded as the particle. Sander, it is true, translates: “we can calm 
our heart, that—God is greater,” etc., but this has only sense if before 
“that” is supplied “with this,” or “inasmuch as we reflect; such a sup- 
plement, however, is arbitrary. Several commentators (Hoogewen, Bengel, 
Morus, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald) regard the first 6r as the pronoun, as 
also Lachmann (in his large edition) reads 6 r éév. Diisterdieck erroneously 
asserts (as even Bertheau in the third edition of Liicke’s Commentary, p. 339, 
Ebrard, and now even Briickner and Braune, have acknowledged) that 
this form is never found in the N. T. It is true that in Col. ili. 23 it is 
probably not 6, re éav, but 6 éav that is to be read, although D***,E, J, K, 
have the former; but in Acts iii. 23 Tisch. reads jric éav (so also §), and in 
Col. iii. 17, according to the overwhelming authorities, it is not 6 7 dy, but 6 
z tay, that must be read (which is admitted by Lachm., Tisch., and Buttm.), 
and similarly in Gal. v. 10, not dor dv, but dori éav (also accepted by Lachm., 


passages cited by Liicke, Matt. xxviii. 14; 
Joseph., Arch. vi. 5, 6 (Samuel), vmicxvetror 
Ka. Tapakadécey Tov Meov guyyvavar TEpt TOV- 
Twv avTos, kat meicery, and the passage in 
Plutarch, where to arodoiuny, ei py oe Tiw- 
pygaiuny, the reply runs: aoAoipny, et wy oe 
metoaint, although weideww has not in them 
exactly the meaning of ‘‘ to calm.” 

1 Liicke himself admits that the passages 
adduced by him in favor of the epanalepsis 
‘have only value for those who take or both 
times not as causal particle, but as conjunc- 
tion, belonging to wetcouery 5” but thinks that 


the context makes it necessary to assume the 
epanalepsis here even for the causal particle; 
similarly Braune, although without even 
showing the grammatical justification in any 
way. Besides, in this construction it is quite 
overlooked that if the intermediate clause éay 
KaTayiwwokn, K.T.A., i8 connected with the 
preceding, the first or. comes in disturbingly; 
and if it is connected with the following, the 
second or. does so. As in accordance with 
the thought only the former connection can 
be the correct one, it is incomprehensible how 
John should have here interrupted it by ort. 
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Tisch. 7, and Buttm.); moreover, there is nothing syntactically against 
reading here 6, 7 éév, for karaywooxew is frequently construed with the 
accusative of the thing. Ebrard, however, thinks that this view is “im- 
probable,” nay, “absolutely impossible:” ‘* improbable,” because in ver. 22, 
5 éay is used (but in the first edition of this commentary it was shown that 6 
éév is by no means the constant form with John, but that in the Gospel, ii. 
5, xiv. 13, xv. 16, 6, 7 dv also appears, and that the sudden change of forms 
is found elsewhere also in the N. T., as in Matt. v. 19, first d¢ éaéy and after- 
wards oc d’év is used, and in Matt. xvi. 19, in some codd. (Lachm.), first 
5 dv, and then 6 éay is read); “absolutely impossible,” “on account of the 
mutual relationship of the two conditional clauses, ver. 20 and ver. 21.” 
Certainly the éév in ver. 21 seems to form a sharp antithesis to the éé in ver. 
20; but it must not be unnoticed, that, similar though the two clauses are to 
one another, they nevertheless have not the pure form of antithesis, inas- 
much as in ver. 21 there is no antithetical particle, in the clauses the suc- 
cession of the particular words is different, and the first conditional clause 
only forms an inserted intermediate clause.? In favor of the explanation: 
“before Him shall we calm our heart, whatever it may accuse us of, because,” etc. 
(or convince . . « that, etc.), is the fact that not only is the idea karaywoony 
thereby more closely connected with meicowev, but also the certainly strange 
epanalepsis of the ér is avoided.2— The verb katayweoxev, according to 
Liicke, does not signify condemnation, but only accusation: in the inner 
life of the heart, however, the two are not distinctly separated from one 
another, but the accusation of conscience rather includes the condemnation ; 
the special «xaréxpiowe is certainly the work of God.4. The object of the 
kataywwooxewv of the heart is variously defined by the commentators; some 
understanding by it, with reference to the preceding thought, the “want of 
love,” others more generally the sinfulness which still adheres to believers 
even with all the consciousness of loving the brethren (chap. i. 8). The 
decision as to which is the correct interpretation depends on the explanation 


e 


1 § has in chap, ii. 5: 6 av; xiv. 13: 6 m1 av3 epanalepsis of 67. as objective particle may 


Xv. 16: 6 7 éav. 

2 Tf it was the apostle’s intention to contrast 
sharply two different cases, he could do this 
more definitely if he constructed the first 
period thus: éav katay, nuav  Kapdia, éu- 
TpogOev AVTOD TELTOMEV T. Koy OTL MELGWY, K.TAs, 
and the second: éav dé wn Katay. yMaY } Kap- 
dia, From the fact that he did not do so, it 
may be concluded that such a sharp contrast 
was not in his purpose, 

8’ That the supposition of an epanalepsis 
for the causal particle is improper, has been 
already noticed above; and for the passage 
before us it is further clear from the fact that 
if ov is the causal particle, the clause jeigwv 
éotiv, k.T.A., forms, according to the thought, 
the conclusion of éav karaywaokn, as plainly 
appears in Liicke when he explains: ‘Then, 
if... our conscience accuses us, God is 
greater than our heart,” etc. — But even the 


be doubted; for as the thought éav kataywwooky 
does not form the presupposition for peigwv 
éotiv, k.T.A., but for weicouev, it is unsuitable 
to place it in the objective clause dependent 
on meicouer, instead of connecting it with 
TELTOLEV. 

4 Diisterdieck, with whom also Braune 
agrees, appropriately remarks that xaray.- 
vookery occupies a middle place between 
katnyopetv, along with which an azodoyeiy 
further occurs, and xatakpivery, which in- 
cludes the judicial decree of punishment; 
comp. Deut. xxv. 1, 2. — Diisterdieck suitably 
quotes on this passage Sir. xiv. 2, comp. xix. 
5, and Test. Gad. 5; J. A. Fabricius, Cod. 
pseudep. V. T., p. 681. — katayweéoKew means, 
to pronounce against a person that he is 
guilty; Kataxpivey, on the other hand, to 
pronounce the merited punishment on a per- 
son. 
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of the following sentence: érc weilwv toriy 6 Oedc THe Kapdiac Hudvy Kat 
yevooxet mavta.— The old controversy is, whether God is called greater 
than our heart as forgiving or as judging: the former is the view of Thomas 
Angl., Luther, Bengel, Morus, Russmeyer, Spener, Noesselt, Steinhofer, 
Rickh, Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, Besser, Diisterdieck, Erdmann, Myr- 
berg, Ewald, Briickner, Braune, etc.; the latter is the view of Calvin, Beza, 
Socinus, Grotius, a Lapide, Castalio, Hornejus, Estius, Calovius, Semler, 
Liicke, Neander, Gerlach, De Wette, Ebrard, etc. —If zeife is = “to calm,” 
then yei{av must refer to the forgiving love of God. . Liicke, indeed, gives 
the following explanation: “after John has said that only if we are, in 
active brotherly love, conscious that we are of the truth, shall we calm our 
hearts in the judgment, he adds: for if the contrary is the case, if our con- 
science accuses us of the want of genuine love, then God is greater than 
our heart, and before His holiness and omniscience there is no calm for the 
accusing conscience.’’ But the assumption of such a declaratio e contrario, 
which is in no way hinted at, is only an artificial expedient for reconciling 
contraries. jeifwv can only be referred to God as judging, if meidew has the 
meaning “to persuade.” As Ebrard regards this as the right view, and 
would begin “a perfectly independent new sentence” with xal éuxpoodev abroi, 
he states the meaning as follows: “In the sight of God we shall convince 
our hearts of this, that if (even) our heart (so prone to self-deception and 
self-excuse, and therefore small) accuses us (namely, of not practising love), 
God, the all-knowing, is greater than our heart, and we shall therefore so 
much the less be able to stand before Him.” This interpretation is contra- 
dicted, in the first place, by the fact that it separates the second part of the 
nineteenth verse from the first, nay, even places it in antithesis to it,! where- 
as such an independence is not only not suggested as belonging to it, but is 
refuted by the connecting «ai; and, in the second place, by the fact that 
the thought is in itself inadmissible. According to the representation of the 
apostle, we and our heart are regarded as contrasted with one another, 
inasmuch as our heart brings a condemning accusation against us, which 
plainly refers to the fact that we by our sins have made ourselves liable to 
the judgment of God; it is not we therefore that hold out to our heart, but our 
heart that holds out to us, the judgment of God ; how, then, shall we after 
this bring our heart to the conviction that God will condemn us, nay, will 
condemn us even more than our heart does already? From this it follows 
that — whatever be the meaning of zei#ew — weifwv cannot refer to the judicial 
activity of God. As God is called weifwv in comparison with our heart that 
condemns us, the comparison expresses an opposition. Erdmann: Notiont 
cordis condemnantis magnitudo Dei comparatur et opponitur, the heart, inas- 
much as it condemns us, is like the “hostis, gui nos aggreditur, sed Deus weifav 
h. e. fortior est, ut hostem illum devincere possit” (comp. iv. 4). As this 
greatness of God, which surpasses the heart, proves itself in this, that in 
those who are é« ric dAndetac it overcomes the accusations of the heart, those 


1 The conviction, namely, that we cannot stand before God, plainly forms an antithesis to the 
conviction that we are of the truth. 


he 
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commentators are right who assign to this verse a comforting tendency, and 
therefore refer pei{uv to the forgiving love. No doubt, it is objected that 
the thought of God’s omniscience (ywéoxer révra) } is not. able to comfort the 
man whom conscience accuses; but this can only hold good in reference to 
those who are not yet é« ti¢ dAndeiac, and not in reference to those of whom 
John is here speaking, namely, those who in their sincere love to the breth- 
ren have the evidence that they are é« ric dAndeiac.2 If this is the right 
interpretation, then it is clear that xaray:vdoxew does not refer to the want 
of love, but to sin in general, from which even the réxvoy rod Ceod is not yet 
free (i. 8 ff); and this is also indicated by the apostle’s very form of 
expression, if reicouev is directly connected with xaraywaoxe, and if, accord- 
ingly, 6, te éav is to be read (see above), in which case érv peilwv éort, K.7.A., 
states the objective ground of the zeidew: “because God is greater than our 
heart, we therefore (in the consciousness that we are of the truth) shall calm’ 
our hearts before God, however much our heart may accuse us.” This interpre- 
tation deserves the preference before that according to which reicouev is = 
“to convince,” and ért peifwr, «.7.A., the object governed by it; because not 
only does the purpose of the verse thereby appear more clearly, but it is 
not easy to perceive how the conviction of the greatness of God which 
overcomes the heart should result from the consciousness 67 é« tic dAnbeiac 
éouév.8 — It is further'to be observed that De Wette makes the jirst ér as 
causal particle dependent on reicouev (= to calm), the second, on the other 
hand, on xatayevéoxn: “for, if our heart accuses us because God is greater 
than our heart, He also knows all things;” but this construction is opposed 
not only by the fact that the «ai is more naturally taken as copula (Baum- 
garten-Crusius), but also by the fact that the thought that our heart condemns 
us because God is greater than our heart, is incorrect.4— Without adequate 


1 Several commentators find in the words 
kat y.vwoner mavta the explanation of the idea 
pweigwy: 80 Oecumenius, Augustine, Bede, So- 
cinus, a Lapide, Lorinus, Hornejus, Paulus, 
De Wette, etc.; even Ebrard says that God is 
called peigwv, because He cannot be de. 
ceived,” but its position gives no justification 
for that; we can at the most say that the 
apostle by those words brings specially out 
one element which is included in egw. 

2 Luther rightly says: ‘* Though our con- 
science makes us despondent, and represents 
God to us as angry, yet God is greater than 
our heart. Conscience is a single drop, but 
the reconciled God is a sea full of comfort. 
. . » When conscience punishes and condemus 
a man, he becomes alarmed; but against this 
darkness of the heart it is said: God knows 
all things. Conscience is always in fear, and 
closes its eyes; but God is deeper and higher 
than thy heart, and more exactly searches the 
innermost parts of it.’’— Besser: ‘ Our heart 
knows some things, and decides against us; 
God knows all things, and does not decide 
against us, but for us, because before His eyes 


the seed of truth, of which we have been 
born, is not concealed.” 

8 Ewald construes correctly, but in his ex- 
planation: ‘If we earnestly seek in His sight 
whether we really love . . . we shall be able, 
even if we must sometimes accuse ourselyes 
before God, nevertheless by the penitent (?) 
acknowledgment of the truth, to convince our 
conscience that we are men and God is God, 
that we may therefore sometimes fail and 
must be admonished by Him,’’— he introduces 
references into the thought which are not 
contained in it. 

4 Brtickner, it is true, defends De Wette’s 
interpretation, but he substantially perverts 
it; for whilst De Wette refers the whole verse 
to the accusation of God (therein agreeing 
with Lticke), Briickner takes the ore yuvoxer 
mavta in comforting seuse; but it then be- 
comes still more untenable, for it is plainly 
unjustifiable to refer the omniscience of God 
in the subordinate clause to condemnation (for 
both explain peigwy by : ‘looking more deeply, 
examining all the recesses of the heart’), but 
in the principal clause to forgiveness. 
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ground, Erdmann thinks that xapéia, in ver. 19, is used in a wider sense than 
in ver. 20 (“vertimus neioouev rag xapdiac: nobis ipsis persuadebimus”), because 
there the plural, and here the singular, is used ; this change of the number 
has no influence on the meaning of the word, but the apostle speaks of the 
xapdia as the object of reife, and as the subject of xaraywéoxew, inasmuch 
as the heart is the seat or the union of the affections; the Greek commen- 
tators explain «apdia here as synonymous with ovveldyouc. 

Ver. 21. In this verse the apostle states the case of our heart not accus- 
ing (or condemning) us. We can understand it thus, that what he pre- 
viously observed has happened, namely, that, in the consciousness that we 
are of the truth, we have induced our heart to refrain from its accusation 
against us. Then this thought does not stand to the preceding one in the 
relation of antithesis (as if in this verse a different case was contrasted with 
the case stated in ver. 20), but in that of continuation; but it is more 
correct to suppose that the apostle is here speaking of a relationship which 
is different from that indicated in ver. 20, and that he is not regarding the 
question whether the non-condemnation has never taken place at all, or has 
been only brought about by persuasion. That two sentences may stand to 
one another in the relation of antithesis, even without the antithetical par- 
ticle, is proved by chap. i. 8 and 9.—nappyoiav éyouev rpdc tov Ocdy states 
what occurs when the case exists which is mentioned by éav; it is erroneous 
to explain rappnoiav éyouev = meicouev tac Kapdiac fuGv; the same expression in 
chap. ii. 28 and iv. 17, and construed with zpéc, chap. v. 14; the same con- 
struction in Rom. v. 1: eipfvny éy. mpdc tov Ocdv. As the calming of the heart, 
so also confidence toward God, which is the subject here, is based on the 
fact that God is greater than our heart, and knows all things. 

Ver. 22. By «ai the following is closely connected with the preceding, 
inasmuch as it states what further happens when, in consequence of non- 
condemnation on the part of the heart, the rafpnoia mpdc Tov Oedv exists; it is 
not merely the consciousness of the hearing of our prayers, but it is this 
hearing itself. — 6 éav airdpev is to be taken quite generally, and must not be 
spoiled by arbitrary limitations; the necessary limitation lies, on the one 
hand, in the subject itself: the child of God asks for nothmg which is con- 
trary to his Father’s will, comp. v. 14; and, on the other hand, in the 
nappnoia with which he prays; comp. Matt. xxi. 22; the contrary in Jas. 
i. 6, 7. —AauBivouer ar’ adrod, i.e., rod Ocot. The present is not used instead 
of the future (Grotius); the subject is here not something future, but what 
constantly occurs in the life of believers. Augustine suitably says: Charitas 
ipsa gemil, charitas ipsa orat, contra hanc aures claudere non novit, qui illam dedit. 
ére ra¢ évroadc abrod, «.7.4.]. re is connected with the immediately preceding 
Aay3dvouer, and states the ground of God’s manifestation of love in the hear- 


1 'The objection of Ebrard to this interpre. is retained in its own proper meaning. Con- 
tation, that édv cannot serve the purpose of trary to Brauue’s opinion, that with this inter. 
introducing a deduction from a premise which pretation not uy, but wyxért, would have to be 
is presupposed as already having actually oc- used, it is to be observed that it was not 
curred, is inappropriate; for édév is not in this necessary to bring out the element which is 
view at all taken as ‘if, then, therefore,” but contained in myers. 
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ing of prayer; this ground, which, however, is not to be regarded as the 
causa meritoria, is the childlike obedience of him who prays, wherein God 
recognizes him as His child; the idea of obedience is expressed in two mu- 
tually co-ordinate sentences (similar to the Hebrew parallelism): ra¢ évroda¢ 
abrod and ra dpeora évéruov abtod are synonymous;! by zouiv the obedience is 
specified as active; the second clause indicates that it consists, not in a 
slavish subjection to the commandment, but in a childlike fulfilment of that 
which is pleasing to God. In John viii. 29, dpeordv is construed with the 
dative; only in Acts vi. 2, xii. 3 is the word besides found; similar is the 
expression dédextov évariov tov Ocor (1 Tim. v. 4). 

Ver. 23. With this verse, which —as the statement of the substance of 
God’s commandments — is most closely connected with the preceding, begins 
a new leading section, indeed the last in the Epistle, inasmuch as in iva 
motevowuev TO dvouart, K.7.2., a new element of the development of ideas 
appears, by which the sequel is not merely “prepared for” (Ebrard), but is 
dominated. — xai is not explicative, but simply copulative. — airy refers 
to the following iva, which here also does not merely state the purpose 
(Braune), but the substance. — 9 évtody abtod]. The singular is used, because 
the manifold commandments in their inner nature form one unity: this is 
especially true of the two commandments of faith and love, here mentioned. 
From the fact that faith is described as an évroAq, it must not be inferred that 
it is not a work of God in man, but it certainly follows that neither can it be 
accomplished without the self-activity of man. — The phrase motedew 76 ovd- 
pate Tob viov, «.7.2., only appears here; in chap. v. 13 the preposition ei¢ is 
used instead of the dative; so also in John i. 12, ii. 23, ili. 18, ete.; by the 
dative the dvoua of Christ is indicated as the object of devoted, believing 
trust;? “to believe on the name of Christ,” is, however, identical with “to 
believe on Christ,” inasmuch as in the name the nature of Him who is 
spoken of is expressed; comp. Meyer on John i. 12. Grotius, quite errone- 
ously: propter Christum sive Christo auctore Deo credere. — While faith is the 
fundamental condition of the Christian life, brotherly love is the active proof 
of the living character of the faith; the two things cannot be separated from 
one another; hence it follows here, «a? dyanGyev aAApAovc,? which as the effect 
is distinguished from morebe as the cause; «ai is therefore copulative and 
not epexegetical (as Frommann thinks, p. 591).— The subordinate clause, 
Kabdc ESwkev EvtoApy hur, is best referred to dyarGurv ddAjrove, inasmuch as it is 


1 Meyer actually thinks that by dpeora are _— trust of the words or of the person to which 
meant the so-called consilia evangelica, by the muereveww refers; in the phrase: muorevew 
which ordinary Christians are not bound, but Tw ovépuare I, Xp., the ethical meaning of fhe 
which are voluntarily undertaken by Christians verb is so much the more to be recognized, as 


who are specially holy! the denial of it necessitates also a weakening 
2 Weiss has been at pains to show that of the idea ovona. 
moreverv in John does not include the element ® Frommann (p. 200) wrongly concludes 


of trust; in this, however, he is wrong, be- from this passage and iy. 7, 19, in which the 
cause even where the element of conviction obligation. to love is expressed, that being 
prevails in the use of the word, this must not born of God is conditioned by love, as the 
be identified with the theoretical belief, which free act of man, “by which He keeps His 
is a mere act of the understanding, but it independent personality and freedom towards 
includes as an essential element the immediate God” (i), nay, even is produced by it (p. 205). 
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not God (Estius, Bengel, Sander) but Christ that is to be regarded as the 
subject ; by «ada¢ (“in proportion as”) the quality of love is indicated: it 
must correspond to the commandment of Christ; Myrberg: Non modo aman- 
dum est, sed etiam vere et recte amandum. 

Ver. 24. After the apostle has mentioned the substance of the divine 
commandment, he describes the keeping of it as the condition of fellowship 
with God, and states the mark whereby the Christian knows that God is in 
him. —x«ai is the simple copula, not = itaque; rac évrodde abrod is a resump- 
tion of the 7 évroAy abrod of ver. 23; the plural is used because the command- 
ment is described as containing two elements; airod = rod Ged, not Xpicrod 
(Sander, Neander, Besser). —év ard yéver, «.7.2.]. The mention of. fellow- 
ship with God, which consists in this, that we abide in God and God abides 
in us,) is explained by the purpose of the Epistle. —xai év robrw yuvdoxouev]. 
év tory is referred by Liicke and Ebrard to the preceding, namely to rnpeiv 
tac évroAdc airod; but thus there results a superfluous thought, for with the 
connection which according to the apostle exists between the keeping of 
God’s commandments and God’s abiding in us, and which he has ex- 
pressed in the first half of the verse, it is plainly superfluous to say once 
more that we know the latter by the former; it is, besides, contradicted by 
the following é« rod mveduaroc, which has induced Liicke to assume a combi- 
nation of two trains of thought and an ambiguity of éy rotrw,? and Ebrard 
arbitrarily to supply with é« tr. mvebuaroc the words “we know;” Diisterdieck, 
De Wette, Erdmann, Braune, etc., refer év rottw to é« tov mvebuatoc, so that 
according to the apostle it is from the zvedyua which is given to us that we 
know that God is in us if we keep His commandments; comp. iv. 12, 18, 
where the same connection of ideas occurs. The change of the prepositions 
év and é« is certainly strange, but does not render this interpretation “ impos- 
sible” (Ebrard); for, on the one hand, the form, “ éy rovrw ywwdoxouev,” is too 
familiar to the apostle not to have suggested itself to him here; and, on the 
other hand, by é« the rvedua is indicated as the source from which that yivd- 
cxew flows; besides, the construction with é appears also in chap. iv. 6.— 
By rvedua is here to be understood, just as by ypiova in chap. ii. 20, “the 
Holy Ghost,” who:lives and works in the believer, but not, with Socinus, 
the disposition or the love produced by Him; or, with De Wette, “first of 
all, the true knowledge and doctrine of the person of Jesus.” With this 
verse the apostle makes the transition to the following section, in which, with 
reference to the false teachers, the distinction is made between the mvedua 
tov Oeod and the rveiya which is not éx tod Ocod, 


« 

1 When Weiss defines the abiding or being this act by means of His revelation in Christ, 
of God in him who keeps His commandments, which must be accepted into knowledge. 
in this way, that God who is known, or the 2 The two thoughts which Liicke considers 
knowledge of God, is the determining principle as combined here are: (1) that we in the keep- 
of his spiritual life, this seems ‘to weaken ing of God’s commandments know that we are 
the powerful realism of John’s conception; ” in fellowship with Him, and (2) that the rypety 
yet Weiss guards himself against this when Tas évToAds is nothing else than the expression 
he says that he does not in any way diminish and operation of the Divine Spirit.—It is 
the divine causality in the act of regeneration, plainly quite mistaken for Paulus to regard é« 
but only means thereby that God accomplishes Tov mvevmatos as the subject belonging to wéver. 
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CHAPTER IV. 


‘ 


Ver. 2. Instead of the Rec. yevdéoxere, found in K, several min., vss., and 
Fathers have yiwdoxerar: in *: yevdoxouev (N81: yevooxete); the Rec. is to be 
regarded as genuine. — The reading in B: éAnAvdéva:, instead of the Rec. éAndv- 
06ra, is a correction. — Ver. 3. Instead of the Rec. dyoAoyei "Ijcotv Xptorov-év capkt 
éAnavoéra (K, etc., and G, though with the article tov prefixed), A, B, etc., have 
the simple dv Ijovdv (Lachm., Tisch.). This is probably the original reading 
(Brickner), and is confirmed by the preceding (contrary to Reiche, ete.), §& 
reads: 'Ijoovv xiptov év o, éAndvddra, — According to Socrates, vii. chap. 32, 6 Aver 
is found in old manuscripts instead of 6 ui duodoyet; the same reading in Iren. 
iii. 18: qui soLvit Jesum Christum ; similarly the Vulg. (Lucif.: destruit) and 
in Fulg. — Tertullian also prefers this reading, though in connection with the 
common one; Adv. Marc., v. 16: negantes Christum in carne venisse... hic 
antichristus est ; the same connection in Tychonius and Augustine: qui solvit 
Jesum et negat in carne venisse. Semler’s view is a strange one, that 6 Aver has 
arisen oculorum vitio ; the reading is probably to be explained by the polemic 
against the Gnostics (Grotius, Liicke, De Wette), in favor of which is the Scho- 
lion in Matthaei, p. 225: zpoddevaav yap abrod (Tod avtiyptotod) al aipécerc, Ov yapaxTe- 
plorixdy Td Old evdorpogyTav Kal TvEevuaTwv Aveww Tov "Inooiv év TH UH duodoyetv abrdv 
év oapx, tAnavdévat, — The reading in 8: Gre (6 Te) axnxoauer, instead of 6 axnxdare, 
is singular.— Ver. 6. In his small edition Lachm., after A, Vulg., etc., reads 
éy toot instead of é« tovrov; in his large edition he has accepted the latter 
reading. — Ver. 7. To dyatav is wrongly added in A, rdv Ocdv,— Ver. 8. In- 
stead of éyvw, 8* has éyvexev; in the original text of 8 the whole sentence, 6 uw} 
dy... . Oedv, is wanting. — Ver. 9. S has Cauev for Cyowuev, — Ver. 10. To 7 
ayarn is added in 8: tod Oe0d, plainly a correction. For jyarfoauer, B has - 
hyarjkauev (Buttm.).—For dméotecAev, 8 has dméoraAkev, —Ver. 12. The order 
of words varies: the Rec, is reteAetwuévn éorly év juiv, following G, K, 
etc. (Tisch.); A, etc., Vulg., ete., have é juiv before tetederouévy (Lachm.); 
B and &: év juiv between tered. and éoriv (Buttm.).— Ver. 15. B reads d¢ éav | 
instead of d¢ dv, and ‘Inoot¢ Xpeoro¢ instead of the simple ‘Incoic. — Ver. 16. 
At the end of the verse B, G, K, &, etc., several vss , etc., read pwéver (brack- 
eted by Lachm.); in A, etc., Vulg., several Fathers, véver is wanting (Tisch.); 
according to the authorities it is to be regarded as genuine, being probably 
omitted to correspond with the end of the 15th verse (Reiche),— Ver. 17. 8 
has after wed’ juov the further words év juiv, and instead of éouév the future 
éaoueba.— Ver. 19. The Rec. mueic dyanduev airov, bre abréc is found in G, K, 
etce.; in A is found jueic obv dyatauev, dtt 6 Oed¢ (Lachm.): in B husic ayana- 
ev, bre aioe (Tisch.); 8 has yu. dy. Tov Oedv, brs abroc, The airéc after dru is 
sufficiently attested by the authorities; the abréy after dyanduev, on the other 
hand, appears to be a later addition, added for explanation of the thought. 
Reiche, however, regards it as genuine; Liicke thinks that if dyamduev is with- 
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out an object, 6 Oed¢ is necessary; this, however, according to John’s usus 
loquendi, is not the case.— Ver. 20. 8 omits the 67. In reference to the 
reading é0paxev in Tisch. 7, see on chap. i. 1.— Instead of the Rec. (Tisch.) 
mac, 8, B, ete., Theb., etc., read ob (Lachm.). The interrogative is, however, 
more expressive than the negative. 


Vv. 1-6. Resumption of the warning against the false teachers; comp. 
chap. ii. 18 ff. The connecting link is formed by é rod rvetuaroc, chap. iii. 24; 
the object is to distinguish between the rvedua which is of God and the 
mvevua Which is not of God (vv. 2, 3), between the av. ric dandeiac and the rv, 
the wAévyc. The distinguishing mark is the confession; the former confesses, 
the latter denies, Jesus; the former is mightier than the latter; therefore the 
believers have overcome the pevdorpog/rac; the words of the former spring 
éx tod Kéouov, and are pleasing to the xdoyoc; the words of the latter are 
accepted by him who is éx tov Ocod. 

Ver. 1. The apostle first exhorts them not to believe navi rvetuart. The 
idea rveiua is in closest connection with pevdorpogyra. The true prophets 
spoke, as we read in 2 Pet. i. 21, id nvetuaroe ayiov depduevoc; the source of 
the revelations which they proclaim (zxpégnw) is the mvediua dywy or mv. Tod 
Gov, by which is meant not an affection of their mind, but the power of 
God, distinct from their own personality, animating and determining them 
(divautc tpictov, Synonymous with rvedua Gyov, Luke i. 35). This mveiua 
speaks through the prophet, penetrating into his rvetua and communicating 
to him the truth to be revealed; thus the zveiya of the prophet himself be- 
comes a nveipa éx Tov Ocov. As every prophet has his own zveiya, there exists, 
though the veda Gyov is a single being, a plurality of prophetic spirits. 
The same relationship holds good, ou the other hand, in the case of the false 
prophets. These also are under the influence of a spirit, namely, of the 
nvedua which ék tov Ooi odx« tort, of the mveiya tie wAGvyc; this similarly is a 
single being, but inasmuch as with its lie it penetrates the mvetyara of the 
false prophets and makes them like itself, it is true of the mvedua of every 
individual prophet that it is not of God, not a mvevpa rig dAndeiac, but a mvedua 
tig tAdvnc. As John speaks here of a plurality of spirits (xavr? rvebpati, ra 
nveduara), we are to understand by zveiua in this passage not the higher 
spirit different from the human spirit, but this spirit itself, penetrated, 
_ however, and filled with the former! (comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 32, and Meyer on 
this passage). This spirit, however, may be spoken of, not merely in plu- 
rality, but also in unity, that is, in collective sense ; for on each of the two 
sides all rvetyara, being animated by one and the same spirit, — whether the 
divine or that which is against God, — are of one nature, and so form together 


one unity. It is incorrect to understand by mveiua here, by metonymy, 


1 Diisterdieck considers the expression as 
describing ‘‘ the superhuman principle animat- 
ing the man who prophesies,’”’ and explains the 
plural in this way, that ‘those different prin- 
ciples reveal themselves differently in their 
different instruments;’’ but with this inter- 


pretation the plural would be used in a very 
figurative signification. Braune, correctly: 
‘The question is not about a dual, but about 
a plural; we must therefore understand the 
spirits of men, to whom the Spirit bears 
witness.” 
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“the prophets” themselves (= Aadoivrec év rvebuart, Liicke, De Wette, 
Calvin: pro ¢o, qui spiritus dono se praeditum esse jactat ad obeundum prophetae 
munus; so also Erdmann, Myrberg, etc.), or “their inspiration ” (Socinus, 
Paulus), or even “the teaching of the prophet, his inspired word” (Lorinus, 
Cyril, Didymus, etc.). — dAAd doxwuitere ra mveduata]. The appearance of the 
pevdorpooirat, i.e., such teachers as, moved by the ungodly spirit, proclaimed 
instead of the truth the antichristian lie, under the pretext of speaking by 
divine inspiration, necessitated in the Christian Church a trial of the spirits 
(a dréxpiowe of them, 1 Cor. xii. 10, xiv. 29); comp. 1 Thess. v. 20, 21; in 
order to know «i é« rob Oecd gor, ie. (if é& is to be retained in its exact 
meaning), if they originate in and proceed from God. — This trial is to be 
exercised by all (comp. Rom. xii. 2; Eph. v. 10; 1 Cor. x. 15, xi. 13), for 
“alloquitur (apostolus) non modo totum ecclesiae corpus, sed etiam SINGULOS 
jfideles” (Calvin); against which Lorinus arbitrarily says: non omnium est 
probare; unum oportet in ecclesia summum judicem quaestionum de fide mori- 
-busque; is est sine dubio Pontifex Maximus. — The necessity of the trial John 
‘establishes by the words dri modo? wevdonpodpras, «.7.A. These pevdorpogirat 
are the same as in chap. ii. 18 are called dytixpioroe; comp. vv. 2,3. The 
name pevdorpogira indicates that the teachers proclaimed their doctrine, not 
as the result of human speculation, but as a revelation communicated to 
them by the mveiua of God. The expression, éeA7Absaoww eic tov Kdouov, does 
not merely signify their public appearance (Socinus: ezistere et publice munus 
aliquod aggredi; Grotius: apparere populo), nor is “2 oixdv abtév to be 
mentally supplied” (Ebrard), but it is to be explained by the fact that the 
prophets, as such, were sent (comp. John xvii. 18), and therefore go out from 
Him who sends them. It is He, however, that sends them, who through 
His mveiua makes them prophets. The idea of ééépyecda is accordingly 
different here from what it is in chap. ii. 19 (contrary to Lorinus, Spener, 
etc.); a going out of the false prophets from the Church of the Lord is not 
here alluded to. With ei¢ dv xéouov, compare John vi. 14, x. 36. 

Ver. 2.. Statement of the token by which the mvedua rod cod is to be 
recognized. — év rottw refers to the following sentence: mév aveiya, «.7.2.— 
yiwooxete 18 imperative, comp. morevere, doxudcere, Ver. 1. — nav mvedpa 6 dmo0- 
Aoyei ’Inaodv Xptardy év capxt éAnavddra]. It is arbitrary not only to 
change the participle éanAvdéra into the infinitive éajAveéva, but also to change 
év into e/g (so Luther, Calvin, Piscator, Sander); by éy capxi the flesh, i.e., 
the earthly human nature, is stated as the form of being in which Christ 
appeared. The form of the object is explained by the polemic against Do- 
cetism; it is to be translated either: “Jesus Christ as come in the flesh” (Liicke, 
De Wette, Diisterdieck, Ebrard, etc.); or, “Jesus, as Christ come in the 
flesh ;” the last interpretation has this advantage, that it not only brings out 
more clearly the reference to the Cerinihian Docetism,1 but it makes it more 


1 In the first interpretation the antithesis | subject so described, which contains in it the 
to the Cerinthian Docetism lies not merely in idea Xprords, is more particularly defined as 
the combination of “Incoty Xpictév as one having come in the flesh. 
name (Ebrard), but also in this, that this 


ae 
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easy to explain how the apostle in ver. 3 can designate the object simply by 
tov Incovv. It might, however, be still more suitable to take "Ijcotv . . . éAn- 
Avpbra as one object = “ the Jesus Christ who came in the flesh,” so that in this 
expression the individual elements on which John here relied in opposition 
to Docetism have been gathered into one; so perhaps Braune, when he says: 
“the form is that of a substantive objective sentence,” and “in éy o, 2A, it is 
not a predicate, but an attributive clause, that is added.” That the apostle 
has in view not only the Cerinthian, but also the later Docetism, which 
attributed to the Saviour only a seeming body, cannot be proved from the 
form of expression used here. The commentators who deny the reference 
of the apostle to Docetism find themselves driven to artificial explanations; 
thus Socinus, who expands the participle by guamvis, and Grotius, according 
to whom év capxi refers to the status humilis in which Christ appeared, in con- 
trast to the regia pompa in which the Jews expected the Messiah! To exact 
unbelievers there can here be no reference, as, according to chap. ii. 2, the 
false prophets had previously belonged to the Church itself.2 That John 
brings out as the token of the Spirit, that is, of God, just the confession of 
this particular truth, has its ground in the circumstances that have been 
mentioned; while it is also so very much the fundamental truth, that, as 
Liicke on chap. ii. 22 with justice says, “every petdoc is contained in this, and 
amounts to this, the denial of that truth in any sense.” ® 

Ver. 3. In the reading, 6 py duodoyei rdv "Inodv, the article (which is not, 
with Liicke, to be deleted) must not be overlooked, for it indicates Jesus 
as the historical person who is Christ. The false teachers did not confess 
Jesus when they ascribed the work of healing, not to Jesus, but to the Aeon 
Christ. The particle y7 indicates the contradiction of the true confession, 
whilst ob would only express the simple negation. At the words «ai roir6 
éoTt 16 Tod avTixpiortov, almost all commentators (even Briickner and 
Braune) supply with 76 the word mveiya; but Valla (with whom Zegerus 
agrees) interprets: et hic est antichristi spiritus, VEL POTIUS: et hoc est anti- 
christi i. e. proprium antichristi, if this latter interpretation be correct, then 
rovto refers to up duodoyeiv, and 1d rod avtixpiorov is “the antichristian nature.” 
As it is not easy to see why John should have left out mvedua, this interpreta- 


1 Socinus: * Qui confitetur Jesum Christum 2 Comp. with this passage Polycarp, Zp. ad 
i. e. eum pro suo servatore ac domino et deni- Philipp.: mas yap ds av wn omodAoyy ‘Incodv 
que vero Christo habet, guamvis is in carne Xpuorov év capki éAnAvddta, avtixypiotdés éote 


venerit h. e. homo fuerit, non modo mortalis, Kal Os LH OmodoYH TO MapTUpLOV TOD OTaVpOD Ex 
sed infinitis malis obnoxius.” Without any Tov dtaBddrov éori. 
ground, Baumgarten-Crusius asserts: ‘ If any 8 Augustine peculiarly turns this sentence 


force were to be assigned to the predicate, 
‘come in the flesh,’ the infinitive would have 
been used.” — Briickner thinks that if in 
ver. 3 the shorter reading (without the appo- 
sition) be the correct one, the reference to 
Docetism is here uncertain and unnecessary ; 
but the uncertain expression is plainly to be 
interpreted in accordance with the more cer- 
tain, and not, contrariwise, the latter in ac- 
cordance with the former, 


against the Donatists, whom he reproaches 
with a denial of their love, on account of their 
separation from the Catholic Church, when 
he says that John speaks here of a denial 
of Christ not merely by word, but also by 
deed: ‘‘Quisquis non habet charitatem negat 
Christum in carne yenisse;’ so Bede: ‘Ipse 
est Spiritus Dei, qui dicit Jesum Christum in 
carne venisse, qui dicit non lingua, sed factis, 
non sonando, sed amando.”’ 
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tion is to be preferred to the usual one (so also Myrberg; Ewald similarly 
interprets: “the work of antichrist;” the same form of expression in Matt. 
xxi. 21; 1 Cor. x. 24; 2 Pet. ii. 22; Jas. iv. 14).1— 6 dinnéare ri épyerae; Com- 
pare chap. ii.18. Stephanus, groundlessly, would read “é»” instead of 6; the 
relative does not refer to dvtiypiorov, but to 1d 7. dvteyp.— Kai vav év TO Koouy éotiv 
fon, i.e., in the false prophets; comp. ver. 1, John does not say here that 
antichrist, but only that the antichristian nature (or the spirit of antichrist), 
is already in the world; #67 is doubtless added, not merely to intensify the 
vir, but to point to the future time of the appearing of antichrist, which is 
already being prepared for. According to Ebrard, the last sentence depends 
on 6; this, however, is not likely, as 6 is the accusative; it is rather connected, 
as an independent sentence, with the preceding one. 

Ver. 4. After the apostle has characterized the twofold zveiya, he directs 
the attention of his readers to the relationship in which they stand to the 
false prophets. —tyeic é« tov Oecd éore]. A contrast to those who are é rod 
xouov; believers are of God, because the zveiuza which animates them is the 
nvetpua Tov Ood, — Kal vevexnxate adtovc]. avtov¢ 1s not = antichristum et mundum 
(Erasmus), but rode pevdorpoparac, in whom the antichristian nature dwells. 
— vevixgxate is to be retained as perfect; comp. chap. ii. 18. Calvin inaccu- 
rately interprets: in media pugna jam extra periculum sunt, quia futuri sunt 
superiores. John could say to his readers, vevixhuate, not only inasmuch as in 
them was mighty the strength of Him who had said, dapoeire, éyd vevixnea tov 
xéouov, and inasmuch as they in Him were sure of ultimate success (Ne- 
ander, Diisterdieck), but also inasmuch as their opponents with their seduc- 
tive arts must have been put to shame by their faithfulness, and must have 
been repulsed by them (Ebrard, Braune). The cause of this victory, however, 
did not and does not lie in the human power of believers, but in the fact é7« 
pela éoriv 6 év buiv 7 6 év TO Kany, —6 év buiv, 1.€., 6 Osd¢ (according to Gro- 
tius, Erdmann, and others: 6 Xpiordé¢); as the believer is of God, God remains 
in him as the soul of his life; 6 év 7 xéouw, i.e., 6 duaBoroe, “whose children 
the antichrists are” (Liicke). Instead of the more particular éy abroic, John 
uses the more general év tr xéoum, in order thereby to signify that they, 
although they were for a while in the Church, belong nevertheless to the 
xéouoc, Which the following words expressively bring out. 

Ver. 5. In chap. ii. 19, John had said of the false teachers, ot eioty & fudv; 
now he states from what source they spring; this is the xdéouoc; the anti- 
christian nature in them belonged to the world, quatenus Satanas est ejus prin- 
ceps (Calvin). The manifestation of life corresponds with the source of it; 
because they are of the world, dia rodro é&& Tod Kéouov Aahovor; & TF, Kéop0v 
Aadeiv means: to speak that which the xécuo¢ supplies, to take the burden 
of their speech from the kéouoc, ex mundi vita ac sensu sermones suos promere 
(Bengel). This is not identical with é& tHe ya¢ Aadsiv (John iii. 31), for 7 yA 
is not an ethical idea like 6 xéopoc,—xat 6 Kdopoc abrév dnote]. The false 


1 Braune thinks that in these passages it ever, that the substantive idea 7d 70d avrixp. 
was of importance to form a substantive is here also more significant than a\ mere 
conception, but that here the simple genitive genitive connected with éorw. 
would have been sufficient; it is plain, how- 
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prophets had gone out from the Church into the world, to which they in- 
wardly belonged, and proclaimed to it a wisdom which originated in it; 
therefore the world heard them, i.e., gave to their words applause and assent, 
TO yap duoiw Td duorov mpoorpéxe. (Oecumenius); in contrast to which, believers 
were hated and persecuted by the world. 

Ver. 6. queic]. Antithesis of airoi, ver. 5; either specially John and the 
other apostles (Storr, Diisterdieck, Briickner, Braune, etc.) as the true 
teachers, or believers generally (Calvin, Spener, Liicke, De Wette, etc.) ; in 
favor of the former interpretation is the fact that believers are addressed 
in this section in the second person, together with the following dxote: guar, 
as also the antithesis to pevdorpodytas Indicates teachers. — With ék rod Cod 
éouev we are to supply, according to ver. 5, the thought, &a todto é& rod Ocod 
Aahoduer; the following words, 6 ywéoxwv tov Oedv dkover fucv, contain the proof 
of the thought just expressed. —6 yw. 1dv Ozdv forms the antithesis of 6 xécyoc, 
and is synonymous with é¢ éorw ix 7. Oeod, for it is only he who is a child of God 
that possesses the true knowledge of God. According to Liicke and others, 
the apostle means by this, those to whom belongs the “general é roi Oeod 
eiva, i.e., the divine impress and instinct, which is the condition of childhood 
of God in Christ;”’ but the expression itself is opposed to this, for the knowl- 
edge of God is necessarily conditioned by faith in Christ. —In the second 
clause, d¢ ob« goTw . . . odK dk, Hudv, 6¢ . . . Ogov forms the antithesis to 6 y.vd- 
okwy t, Ge6v. This is the antithesis between “world” and “church of the 
children of God.” —In the concluding clause, é« rovtov ... tH¢ Adve, it is to 
the immediately preceding thought that é rodtov refers. According to the 
usual view, with which Diisterdieck agrees, the sense of this passage is: He 
who hears the apostles shows thereby that the rveipa tie dAnbeiac is in him; he 
who, on the contrary, does not hear them, shows that the rv. ri¢ rAdvn¢ is in 
him; it is in his relation to the apostolic teaching that any one shows of what 
spirit he is the child.1 But, according to the train of thought in this section, 
it is not the spirit of the hearers, but that of the teachers, that is the subject 
(so also Myrberg and Braune); the sense therefore is: That the mvedpa ripe 
niayn¢ prevails in the false prophets, may be known by this, that the world 
hears them; that in us, on the contrary, the mveiua rig dAndeiac dwells, may 
be perceived by this, that those who know God, i.e., the children of God, hear 
us. The rv. ri¢ dAndciac cannot be in him whom the world hears, nor can 
the mv, t7¢ mAdvy¢ be in him whom the children of God hear; Braune: “the 
nv, the naavyc is certainly in him whom the world hears, and the ry, rij¢ dAn- 
geiac in him whom the children of God hear.” — 1rd rveipua rie dAndelag; comp. 
John xiv.'17, xv. 26, xvi. 13; a description of the Holy Ghost, inasmuch as 
He not only produces a knowledge of the truth, but “makes the truth His 
very nature” (Weiss).? 7d mv, rig mAdvye, the spirit that emanates from the 


1 Luther: ‘If we hear God’s true messen- with that of John x. 3-5, where Christ appeals: 
gers, that is a plain token of true religion; if, for a proof that He is the Good Shepherd, to: 
however, we despise and mock them, that is a the fact that the sheep know and hear his. 
plain token of error.” voice, whilst they do not know the voice of 

2 The thought of this passage corresponds the stranger, and flee from it. 
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Devil, which seduces men to falsehood and error: comp. chap. i. 8; 1 Thess. 
woe We iin. ve. 

Vy. 7-21. After the apostle, induced by the appearance of the anti- 
christian nature, has characterized the spirit of truth and the spirit of error, 
he passes on directly to a detailed account of the elements of faith and love 
alluded to in chap. iii. 23. 

Vv. 7, 8. Exhortation to mutual love, and the establishing of this. — 
The address dyarnroi emphatically introduces the command: dyanéuev. — The 
object dAAfAove shows that here also it is not human love in general, but 
Christian brotherly love, that is the subject. Mutual love is the holiest 
calling of Christians who are réxva rod Ocod, for 7 dydrn ex tov Oeod éoru,} 1.€., 
love proceeds from God. Calovius: originem habet a Deo. Unsatisfactory 
is the explanation of Grotius: Deo mazxime placet bonitas. % «yarn is used 
without a determining object, because it is love in its full extent that is 
meant. —xal rac 6 dyarav é« tod vod yeyévynrat, x.t.A.]. Inference from what 
immediately precedes. If love is of God, then he who lives in love must 
also be born of God and know Him. The relation of dyardy and éx rod Oeod 
yeyevvjoba is not to be defined thus, that the former is the condition of the 

‘latter (De Wette), but thus, that the former is to be regarded as the criterion 
of the latter; to be born of God does not follow from love, but love follows 
from being born of God. The same relationship exists also between dyamdv 
and yedoetv rdv Oe6v;2 what sort of a knowledge of God is meant, however, 
is seen from the close connection of ywaoke: with é rod Oecd yeyévvntar. — 
Ver. 8. From the foregoing it follows further: 6 uy dyarév ob« éyvw Tov Ocdv; 
obn éyve, ie., “has not known.” The reason is: drt 6 Oedc dyann éoriv. — By 
this thought the preceding 7 dyarn é« rod Oeod éori receives its full compre- 
hension. — dyérn is without the article, because it is considered as a general 
definition of the nature of God; so ver. 16, comp. i. 5: 6 Oedc¢ oé¢ éori. 
“ Love is not so much a quality which God has, as rather the all-embracing 
total of what He is” (Besser). Luther: Deus nihil est quam mera caritas ; 
Grotius, tamely: plenus est dilectione. 

Ver. 9. The manifestation of the love of God is the sending of His Son. 
—é robr» refers to the following 67. —éavepodn % ayarn Tod Ocov év Hiv). 
égavepoon expresses the objective fact, not the subjective knowledge; the 
apostle does not mean that the love of God is known by us through the 
sending of His Son (comp. ver. 16), but that it has by that means come 


1 Neander: ‘‘ The apostle does not here lay 
down a commandment of love; he, does not 
want to impress on believers new motives for 
love, but to convince them, that, as sure as they 
are God’s children, this fact must -be mani- 
fested by mutual love.— As proof he adduces 
that love is of God, and therefore every one 
who loves is born of God.” 

2 It was previously stated in this com- 
mentary: ‘John does not here say that love 
flows from the knowledge of God, but that 
love, because it is of divine nature, necessarily 


brings with it the knowledge of God.” This 
is incorrect, since ywwoKe: Tov @edv stands in 
the same relationship to ayamav as éx Tod Ocov 
yeyévvytat does, even though it is in itself true 
also that only he who himself loves can really 
know God, who is love. For the correct 
explanation, see Liicke, Braune, Weiss. It 
has already been observed, however, that the 
last-named does not correctly state the connec- 
tion between being born of God and the 
knowledge of God, as he makes the latter 
the condition of the former, 
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forth from its concealment, has manifested itself in act. av nuiv is therefore 
neither “in” nor “among” us; neither must it be explained = cic jude; év is 
here, as in ver. 16 and John ix. 3 = “to;” either connected with égavepion 
or with 7 dyany rt. ©.; hence, either “it has been manifested to us” (Diister- 
dieck, Briickner, Braune, etc.), or, “the love of God to us” (Ewald) has 
been manifested. With the first interpretation the sentence: 67... e¢ 
Tov kéouov, makes a difficulty which has been overlooked by the commenta- 
tors;1 with regard to the second, the article 7 is wanting before é» juiv; 
but a direct connection of an attributive clause with a substantive, without 
a connecting article, is very often found in the N. T., and is therefore not 
“ungrammatical” (as Diisterdieck thinks); the idea is here, then, the same 
as that which John in ver. 16 expresses by: 7 dyin fv txer 6 Osd¢ év fyir.? 
The difference between ei¢ juac and év juiv is this, that the former indicates 
only the tendency towards the goal, the latter the abiding at the goal. By 
juiv we are to understand not mankind in general, but believers in partic- 
ular, so also ver. 10 in the case of queic, «.7.4.—In the following sentence: 
ért Tov vidv abrod.. . . iva Growuev dv’ adbrod, the special emphasis rests on the last 
words, for the love which God has towards us is manifested in the fact that 
He sent His Son into the world for this purpose, that we might live through 
Him, i.e., become partakers through Him of the life of blessedness. It is 
especially in its purpose that the sending of His Son is the manifestation of 
God’s love to us. The more particular description of the Son of God as 
6 povoyevac, which is frequently found in the Gospel of John, appears only 
here in his Epistles. In Luke (vii. 12, viii. 42, ix. 38) and in the Epistle 
to the Hebrews (xi. 17), uovoyevg¢ denotes the only child of his parents. So 
the expression is used by John also to denote Christ as the only Son of God, 
“besides whom His Father has none.” This predicate is suitable to Him, 
inasmuch as He is the Adyog who is év dpyj, mpdc tov Oedv, Ocdc. Lorinus arbi- 
trarily explains yovoyerg¢ = dyarnroc¢; comp. Meyer on John i. 14. Calvin 
rightly remarks: “quod unigenitum appellat, ad auzxesin valet.” How great 
the love of God, in that He sent His only begotten Son in order that we 
might live! Baumgarten-Crusius: ‘‘ vovoyerj¢ and Goouev are the principal 
words: the most glorious . . . for our salvation!” 


connection there is in év yuty ‘something 
superfluous and unsuitable.” This is so far 
from being the case, that it is just in this that 


1 Even Ebrard has not perceived the diffi- 
culty. It lies in this, that by or, x.7.A., 
something is mentioned which happened for 


us, but not which happened fo us; differently 
in John ix. 8. Briickner thinks that the diffi- 
culty is removed by the fact that ‘in the pur- 
pose of the sending of Christ there also lies 
something which happened ¢o us; ” incorrectly, 
since even if the purpose of that is our life 
(iva Syjocouwev), yet it cannot be said that the 
love shown in the sending of Christ has mani- 
fested itself to us; the result is then that 
épavepwoy is taken = ** has operated,” and that 
an emphasis is laid on év yutv which it does 
not receive from the context. 

2 Liicke incorrectly observes that with this 


the apostle arrives at the consideration of the 
relationship between God and the believer. 
True, the love of God relates to the whole 
world, John iii. 16: nyamnoev 6 eds TOV KOc- 
wov, and to all, without exception, He has 
given, by sending His Son, the possibility of 
not being lost, but obtaining eternal life, but 
the loving purpose of God is accomplished 
only in them that believe; the unbelieving 
remain év opy7 Tov Geod; hence the love of God 
to the world is more narrowly limited than His 
love to believers, who are Lis té«va. 
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Ver. 10. év robtw éorlv @ dyann, i.e., “herein consists love,” love is in its 
nature of this kind. Oecumenius, inaccurately: év robtw, deixvutar, Ore dyann 
éoriv 6 Occ; for éori is not = deievvrac; nor is rod Geos to be supplied with 
 ayann (with Liicke, De Wette, Briickner, etc.), but the expression means 
love in general, as in ver. 7 in the words: 7 dyamy éx tod Oeov éori (Diisterdieck, 
Ebrard, Braune). — oby 67 fusic Hyanhoapev tov Oedv, GA dri, «.7.4,]. Grotius 
and Lange arbitrarily render ody ér here = 67 ody. Several commentators 
take the first part as, according to its sense, a subordinate clause = judy up 
dyannoavtwv. Meyer: “Herein consists love, in that, although we had not 
previously loved God, He nevertheless loved us;”! this, however, is incor- 
rect; as John in ver. 7 has said that love is é« rod Ocod, so here also he would 
emphasize the fact that love has its origin not in man, but in God; it is 
originally in God, and not first called forth in Him by the love of men; the 
latter is rather first the outcome of the divine love;? the words ovy dre 
therefore serve to specify love as something divine, not, however, as Diis- 
terdieck (who otherwise interprets correctly) thinks, to emphasize the fact 
that “the love of God to us is entirely undeserved;” this is a thought 
which is only to be derived from the statement of the apostle (Braune). — 
jueic¢ and abvté¢ are emphatically contrasted with one another. —xai dnéoreide 
Tov vidv avTod, x.7.4., States the actual proof of abrd¢ nyamycev jude; here also 
the special emphasis rests, not on dméoreite, but on iAaopdr, «.7.2., Which 
corresponds to the iva %owuev of ver. 9, inasmuch as it states the basis of 
the fo7; with iacuov, comp. chap. ii. 2. The aorists jyanyzoapuev, pyarnoe, 
anéoreirev, are to be retained as historical tenses (De Wette); by the perfect 
anéoradkev, ver. 9, the sending of Christ is merely stated, whereas the aorist 
employed here narratively depicts the loving act of God in the sending of 
His Son (Liicke). 

Ver. 11. Conclusion from vv. 9 and 10, giving the motive for the exhor- 
tation in ver. 7. — The love of God (previously described: obrwe) to us obliges 
us, believers, to love one another. The obligatory force lies not merely in 
the example given by God’s act of love, but also in this, that we by means 
of it have become the children of God, and as such love as He loves (Liicke). 
At the same time, however, the correspondence between jude and dAapAove is 
to be observed; the Christian, namely, as a child of God, feels himself bound 
to love his brother because he knows that God loves him, and him whom God 
loves God’s child cannot hate. 

Ver. 12. The blessing of brotherly love is perfect fellowship with God. 
— Ordv obdele morore teféatrac; comp. ver. 20 and Gospel of John i. 18. In 
opposition to Rickli’s view, that these words were spoken in polemic refer- 
ence to the false teachers who pretended to see God, i.e., to know Him fully, 


1 Similarly a Lapide: ‘ Hie caritatem Dei 
ponderat et exaggerat ex eo, quod Deus nulla 
dilectione, nullo obsequio nostro provocatus, 
imo multis injuriis et sceleribus nostris offen- 
sus, prior dilexit nos.” 

2 With this interpretation it is not at all 
necessary, as Baumgarten-Crusius thinks, to 


give a different meaning to the 6m in each 
case: ‘not as if... but in the fact that;” 
but ov: has the same meaning both times, as 
the sense is: ‘‘this is not the nature of the 
love that we were the first to love, but that 
God was the first to love.” 
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Lucke rightly asserts that in that case the apostle would have more definitely 
expressed the polemic element; re@éarac does not here at all denote spiritual 
seeing or knowledge (Hornejus, Neander, Sander, Erdmann), but seeing in 
the strict sense of the word (De Wette, Diisterdieck, Braune). John, how- 
ever, does not here emphasize this invisibility of God (in which He is infi- 
nitely exalted above man; comp. 1 Tim. vi. 16) in order to suggest that we 
can reciprocate the love of God, not directly, but only through love to our 
visible brethren (Lucke, Ebrard; similarly Hornejus, Lange, etc.), but in 
order thereby to emphasize still more the following: 6 Oed¢ év quiv péver, k.7.A., 
as the Scholiast in Matthiae indicates by paraphrasing, 6 déparoc Qed¢ nad avé- 
gukroe Oud TIC Eig GAAHALUE dyanne év Huiv péver; a Lapide correctly interprets: licet 
eum non videamus, tamen, si proximum diligamus, ipse invisibilis erit nobis prae- 
sentissimus (so also De Wette, Diisterdieck, Erdmann, Myrberg, Braune). 
The zamnore which is added shows that repeara is regarded as the simple per- 
fect, and does not “include past and present” (Licke); nevertheless with 
the thought, “no one has seen God at any time,” the further thought, “no 
one can see Him,” is tacitly combined. That the apostle had in view the 
passage Exod. xxxiili. 20 (Sander), is the more improbable, as both thought 
and expression are different. In reference to the appearances of God which 
the ©. T. in Gen. xii. 7, xvii. 1, and elsewhere, relates, Spener rightly 
remarks: ‘“ All such was not the seeing of the Divine Being Himself, but of 
an assumed form in which His being manifested itself.” — édv dyanéuev dAAq- 
dove, 0 Od¢ év Huiv pévec]. In these words the blessing of brotherly love is 
stated: With brotherly love fellowship with God is associated, because, in- 
deed, love is of God. The explanation of several commentators, “if we love 
one another, then it may thereby be known that God is in us,” weakens the 
thought of the apostle.! God’s dwelling in us is certainly not meant to be 
represented here as a result or fruit of our love to one another (as From- 
mann, p. 109, interprets); and just as little is it: the converse relation; but 
it is the inseparable co-dependence of the two elements, which mutually 
condition each other (so also Braune).— kal 7 dyann adtod teTEdEtwpévy éoriv év 
Hiv). % ayann abtod is not here “the love which God has to us” (Calovius, 
Spener, Russmeyer, Sander, Erdmann, etc.), for the idea rereAewpévn gor 
does not agree with this (comp. ver. 18), but the love which the believer has; 
abros may, however, be either the objective genitive (so most commentators) 
or the subjective genitive; but in the latter case we must not interpret, with 
Socinus: ea dilectio, quam ipse Deus nobis praescripsit,” nor, as Calvin thinks 
probable: “caritas, quam Deus nobis inspirat,” but “the love which is inherent 
in God” (which is His nature and é airov); this, however, considered as 
dwelling in believers (év 7juiv) as the soul of their life (so also Brickner and 


1 Weiss insists on this interpretation, be- 
cause ‘‘it is meant to be shown how we have 
in brotherly love the visible evidence of an 
existence of God who is in Himself invisible ;” 
incorrectly, for (1) Christians need no visible 
proof of the existence of the invisible God, 
and, besides, it is not the existence of God, but 


God’s dwelling in us, etc., that is the subject 
here; (2) the conjunction éav shows that the 
subordinate clause states the condition under 
which what is stated in the principal clause 
takes place ; (3) the supplement of a ywwokopuerv 
is purely arbitrary. ; 
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Braune). This explanation, in which no object which would restrict the 
general idea of love has to be supplied (comp. vv. 7, 8, 16, 18), deserves 
the preference, because the specific love to God is first mentioned in ver. 19. 
Quite unjustifiably Ebrard asserts that 7 dy. airod denotes “ the mutual loving 
relationship between God and us; comp. ii. 5.” 

Ver. 13. The token of our fellowship with God (é air@ pévouev corre- 
sponds to the preceding 7 dyann abrod. . . tv quiv) is 6tt tk TOD MvEdMATOS 
abrod déduxev fuiv; comp. ili. 24. The expression, é« rod nvetyatoc (instead 
of rd mvediuc), is explained by the fact that the aveiua of God is the entire 
fulness of the life of God operating in believers, of which his share is given 
to each individual. The expression is not to be connected with the daipeou 
tov yaplouarwv, of which Paul speaks in 1 Cor. xii. 4,11. Compare Acts 1.17; 
in reference to Christ it is said: ob é« uérpov didwor 73 rvetua, Gospel of John 
iii. 84. Against the view that by mveiua here “love” or a similar quality is 
to be understood, Spener says: “it is the Spirit Himself, and not His gifts 
only, that we receive.” !— én does not mean “if” (Baumgarten-Crusius), 
for John supposes that his readers are believers, and as such are certainly 
partakers of the Spirit. ° 

Vv. 14,15. That love brings with it fellowship with God, is caused by 
the fact that God is love, and love springs from God. But God’s love was 
made manifest by the sending of His Son, and this is testified by the apostles, 
who themselves have seep Him. The last thought which ver. 14 expresses 
serves as an introduction to the thought that follows in ver. 15, in which the 
believing confession (and therefore faith) is described as the condition of 
fellowship with God, and hence also of true love.— «a? jusic]. By jueic John 
means here himself and his fellow-apostles; comp. ver. 6.— reOedueda kat 
paprupovuev, comp. chap. i. 1,2. re@ewwe#a expresses the direct seeing (Gos- 
pel of John i. 14), not knowledge through the medium of others. The 
apostles saw that the Father sent the Son, inasmuch as they saw the Son 
Himself —and not after the flesh merely, but also as the uovoyevic rapa matpdc. 
With reveaueda corresponds the closely-connected idea waptvpoiuer, which 
presupposes one’s own direct experience ; comp. Gospel of John i. 34. — The 
subject of this testimony is, ére 6 mario dméoraAke tov vidv cwrijpa Tov Kdouov, COMP. 
vv. 9,103 owrypa 7. x, states the purpose of the sending, which does not refer 
to particular elect ones, but to the whole number of sinners (comp. chap. ii. 2 
and Gospel of John iii. 16). — Ver. 15. With duortoyfon, comp. ver. 2. The 
subject of the confession is érz 'Inooi¢ éotw 6 vide tov Ozod; this is precisely 
what the antichrists deny; comp. vv. 2 and 38.— Weiss erroneously inter- 
prets: “ Whosoever abides in this confession, in him it is seen that God is in 
him;” the words “in him it is seen” are a mere interpolation. 

« Ver. 16. The beginning of this verse, xa? jyeic, is indeed of the same im- 
port as the beginning of ver. 14; but jyeic here does not merely mean the 


1 Weiss incorrectly uses this passage as a here does not specify the personality of the 
proof that, whilst Jesws considered the Holy Spirit, yet it is in no way contradictory to it. 
Ghost as a personal being, John had not yet Besides, Weiss himself admits that the passage 
perfectly taken hold of this conception; for ro mvedpua éotev } dAxMeva (chap. v. 6), points 
even if it be admitted that the expression used _ to the personality of the Spirit. 


CHAP. IV. 17. 589 
apostles (Myrberg), for otherwise év juiv also would have to be referred to 
them, and a contrast, here inappropriate, would be drawn between the 
apostles and the readers, but it is used in its more general sense (as most 
commentators take it), which is also indicated by the connection of this 
verse with the preceding one. — With éyvéxauev ai nemiorebxayev, comp. John 
vi. 69. As the object of faith must have been previously made known to us, 
and hence made the subject of knowledge before we can take hold of it in 
faith, and as, on the other hand, it is only through faith that knowledge 
becomes the determining principle of our life, and these two elements mu- 
tually condition each other continually in the Christian life, knowledge, 
therefore, ‘can be put before faith, as here, and faith can also be put before 
knowledge, as in John vi. 69.1— rv dyamrqv, fy Eyer 6 Cede év quiv is not, with 
Wilke (Hermeneutik des N. T., Il. 64), to be interpreted: “the love which 
God has in us, i.e., as a love dwelling in us,” or, with Ebrard: “God's love 
which He has kindled in us, by means of which, as by His own nature, He 
works in us,” for the verbs ¢yvdxayev and memorebxauev Show that the subject 
here is not something subjective, and therefore not our love (which only in 
so far as it is the outcome of the divine love is described as the love which 
God has in us), but something objective, and therefore the love of God, which 
has manifested itself in the sending of His Son for the propitiation for our 
sins. év is used here just as in ver. 9. The following words, 6 O&d¢ dyénn 
éorl, «.7.4., which are closely connected with what immediately precedes, 
form the keystone of the foregoing, inasmuch as the particular ideas of the 
previous context are all embraced in them. — On o O¢d¢ ay. énti, see ver. 8. 
—xal 6 pévwv, x.7.2,, 18 the inference from the thought that God is love, in 
this way, namely, that all true love springs from Him. The idea of love 
here is not to be restricted to brotherly love (ver. 12, éav dyamauev dAAAAouc), 
but (as also Diisterdieck, Braune, and Weiss remark) ?is to be understood 
quite generally. The idea of fellowship with God is here expressed just as 
in ver. 15. If John makes it at one time dependent on knowledge, and at 
another dependent on love, this is explained by the fact that to him both 
knowledge and love are the radiations of that faith by means of which the 
new birth operates. 

Ver. 17. After the apostle has said in ver. 16, that he that dwelleth in 
love (and therefore no one else) has fellowship with God, he now indicates 
wherein love shows itself as perfected; the thought of this verse is accord- 


® 


1 Liicke: “‘ True faith is, according to John, 
intelligent and experienced; true knowledge 
is a believing knowledge. Both together form 
the complete Christian conviction, so that John, 
when he wants to express this very strongly, 
puts them both together, in which case it 18 
indifferent whether the one or the other comes 
first.” Comp. also Neander on this passage, 
and KoOstlin, Der Lehrbegr. des Hv., etc., pp. 
68, 216 ff. 

2 Weiss further erroneously observes that 
‘there also being in God is not to be made 


dependent on love, but love on being in God.” 

8 Ebrard introduces a reference foreign to 
the passage when he includes in jevew ev Ty 
ayary also the ‘dwelling in the love of God to 
us, in faith in God’s love;’? Erdmann Riso 
incorrectly interprets: ‘ To peeve ev TH ayaTy 
eadem animi nostri ad caritatem Dei relatio 
denotatur, quae verbis éyvwxamev Kat memuaTEv- 
kapmev significatur.”” Had the apostle meant 
this, he would have added to ayamp, as a more 
particular definition, rod cod. Comp. Gospel 
of John xy, 10. 
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ingly connected with the preceding: 6 pévov év 1H dyann.—év Tobrw TeTEAsiorat 
i dyarn uel? Hudv]. Several commentators, Luther, Calvin, Spener, Grotius, 
Hornejus, Calovius, Semler, Sander, Besser, Ewald, etc., understand by 7 
dyérn “the love of God to us,” interpreting ped’ qudv = eic quae, and rereAciorat 
as referring to the perfect manifestation of the love of God. Grotius: hic 
est summus gradus delectionis Dei erga nos.1 This interpretation, however, 
has the context against it, for in ver. 16: 6 wévuv év rH dyary, as well as in 
ver. 18: 6 d6Go¢ ob éoru év th yarn, by dyann is meant the love of man, the 
love that dwells in us; comp. also ver. 12. Here also, therefore, dyarn must 
be understood of this love, with Estius, Socinus, Lange, Liicke, De Wette, 
Neander, Gerlach, Diisterdieck, Braune, etc. ; reredeiwrac is used in the same 
sense as tereAewapévn éoriv, ver. 12; comp. also ver. 18: 4 teAeia ayarn. —Itis 
not the object of the love that is described by ye6’ nudv, for uerd is not = eic, 
but it means “in;”? it either belongs to the verb: “therein is love made 
perfect in us” (Liicke, De Wette, Diisterdieck, Braune, etc.; Erdmann, who 
explains vera = év), or to dyarn: “the love which exists (prevails) in us is,” 
etc. With the first construction, the addition appears rather superfluous ; 
besides, its position would then be more natural before 7 dyarn. The 
underlying idea is that the love which has come from God (for all the love 
is é« rod Ocov) has made its abode with believers. Here, also, 7 dyary is used 
without more particular definition, as in ver. 16, and is therefore not to be 
limited to a specific object (so also De Wette, Diisterdieck, Braune); it is 
therefore neither merely “love to the brethren” (Socinus, Liicke,® ete.), nor 
merely “love to God” (Lange, Erdmann); Baumgarten-Crusius not incor- 
rectly explains the idea by “the sentiment of love,” only it must not be 
forgotten that true love is not merely sentiment, but action also; comp. chap. 
iii. 18. —év rotrw does not refer to the preceding, nor to dwelling in love, 
nor to fellowship with God, but to what follows}; not, however, to ér, as 
Beza,‘ Grotius, etc., assuming an attraction, think, but to iva rappyoiav éyouev- 


1 Sander: ‘That it is made perfect must is purely arbitrary, for even though pera is 


only mean: this love of God which was mani- 
fested in the sending of His Son is manifested 
in its might and glory in this, that, as over- 
coming every thing, it brings us so far that 
we,” etc. —Calovius: ‘ Perficitur dilectio Dei 
in nobis, non ratione sui, sic enim absolute 
perfecta est, sed ratione nostri, non quoad 
existentiam, sed quoad experientiam.”’ 

2 Hence 9 ay. wed’ Huey is neither =7 ay. 
(rod @eod) eis Huds, Nor = ayamrny (HModr) evs 
aAAnAovs, a8 Liicke in his Ist ed. interprets 
(our love among ourselves, i.e., our mutual 
love’’); still less justifiable is the interpreta- 
tion of Rickli: ‘the mutual love between God 
and the believer;’? for John never includes 
God and men in nuets. When Ebrard, admit- 
ting this, nevertheless accepts the interpreta- 
tion of Rickli as far as the sense is concerned, 
explaining ‘the love of God with us” by “ the 
love which exists between God and us,” this 


frequently used to denote a reciprocal action 
(see Winer, p. 336; VII. p. 352 ff.), yet this 
reference is here unsuitable, for it is not God 
and we, but dove and we, that are placed to- 
gether. Moreover, to supply tod @cod with 7 
ayary is at the best only defensible if in ped’ 
nweov the subject to which the love refers is 
stated; but this is grammatically impossible. 
If, as Ebrard thinks, 7 aya denotes not love, 
but the love-relationship, then » ayamn ped’ 
Huov may only mean * the loving-relationship 
that exists among us;”’ this idea, however, as 
Ebrard with justice says, does not suit the 
context. 

8 According to Bertheau’s note in the 3d ed. 
of Liicke’s Commentary (p. 864), Liicke has, 
however, in the edition of 1851, interpreted » 
ayamn: ‘brotherly love combined with love to 
God.” 


4 Beza’s interpretation runs: ‘“ Charitas 
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év ty Nusa THe Kpicewc. From ver. 18 it is clear that the chief aim of the 
apostle is to emphasize the fact that perfect love (4 reAsia dyarn, ver. 18) is 
free from fear, or that he who is perfect in love (reredewpévoc év tH yarn) 
experiences no fear, but has confident boldness (xafpyoia). The thought of 
this verse is no other than this, that love has its perfection in the fact that it 
fills us with such rafpyoia; the clause beginning with iva therefore contains 
the leading thought, to which the following 61 is subordinated. It is true, 
the combination éy roir» . . . iva (instead of 61, vv. 9,10, and frequently) 
is strange, but it is quite John’s custom to use the particle of purpose, iva, 
not seldom as objective particle; the same combination is found in the 
Gospel of John xv. 8 (Meyer, indeed, differently on this passage); comp. 
chap. iii. 10, 23: airy . . . iva (Gospel of John xvii. 3); by twa, rappnoiav 
éxev is indicated as the goal, not “ which God has in view in the perfecting 
of love in us” (Braune), but which the dyazy in its perfection attains 
(Diisterdieck). With mafpyciav éyew, comp. chap. ii. 28.1— The puépa ric 
kpicewc is the day érav davepw6 "Inooi¢ Xpioréc, ii. 28. The preposition is. 
not to be interpreted = efc, and éywuev is not to be taken as a future (Ewald: 
“that we shall have”); the difficulty that any thing future (behavior on the 
judgment-day) should be taken as the evidence of perfect love in the present 
(rereAeiwra is not to be taken as future complete, but as perfect: “has been 
made perfect,’’ or “has become perfect” = “is perfected”), is removed if 
we take it that in é» the mafpyota, which the believer will have at the 
judgment-day, and which he already has when he thinks of the judgment, 
is included, which could the more easily occur in John, as in his view the 
judgment-day did not lie in far-off distance, but was already conceived as 
begun (chap. ii. 18). The future mafpnoia is to him in his love already 
present; similarly De Wette, Sander, Besser.2— The following words: dre 
kabdc . . . Tobry, serve to establish the foregoing thought. By éxeivoc we are 
not to understand, with Augustine, Bede, Estius, Lyranus, Castalio, etc., 
God, but, with most commentators, Christ, who is also suggested by the 
idea: 4 7uépa Tie Kpioewe. — The comparison (xaddéc) does not refer to elva év 


adimpletur in nobis per hoc quod qualis ille boldness and stand firm.’’ It is to be observed 


est, tales et nos simus in hoc miundo, ut fidu- 
ciam habeamus in die judicii.” 

1 In Luther’s version, tappyaia is here, as 
elsewhere frequently, translated by Freudig- 
keit; this is not a word derived from /freude 
(joy), but the old German word /reidikeit 
(from fretdic, fraidig) = haughtiness, bold- 
ness, confidence (comp. Vilmar’s Pastoral- 
theol. Bidtter, 1861, vols. i. and ii. p. 110 ff.) ; 
in the older editions it is written sometimes 
Sreydickeyt (Wittenb. ed. 1525), sometimes 
Sreydigkett (Niirnberg ed. 1524), but in 1537 
(in a Strasburg ed.) freudigkeit. In what 
sense Luther understood the word, is clearly 
seen from a sermon on 1 John iy. 16-21 (see 
Plochman’s ed., xix. 383), in which he says: 
‘he means that faith should thus show itself, 
so that when the last day comes, you may have 


also, that such Hebrew and Greek words as 
contain the idea of joy, Luther never trans- 
lates by that word (‘‘boldness”’), but by 
“6 joyous,” 6c joy.” 

2 Braune, though he explains correctly the 
particular thought, denies that these two ele- 
ments are here to be regarded as combined; 
but without entering into the difficulty which 
lies in the expression. Ebrard states the 
meaning of the words incorrectly thus: ‘In 
the fact that the 27// of God, that we should 
have boldness in the day of judgment, is in- 
ternally revealed to us, and manifests itself as 
a power (of confidence) in us (even now), the 
loving relationship of God with us is shown 
to be perfect.” How many elements foreign 
to the context are here introduced! 
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1 Kdony TobT», SO that the sense would be: “as Christ is in this world, so 
are we'also in this world,” for (1) Christ is no longer in this world (comp. 
Gospel of John xvii. 11), and (2) in the fact that we are in this world lies 
no reason for rauppyoia at the day of judgment. By xaddc¢ . . . «ai it is rather 
the similarity of character that is brought out, as in ii. 16, where xada¢ does 
not refer to the idea of meprareiy in itself, but to the character of the walk, 
so that it is to be interpreted: ‘as the character of Christ is, so is our 
character also;” in the second clause ofrwe is to be supplied, as in 1 Cor. 
viii. 2; Eph. iv. 17,21. What sort of character is meant, must be inferred 
from the context; it is entirely arbitrary to find the similarity in the 
temptation (Rickli) or in the sufferings of Christ (Grotius), or in the fact 
that Christ was in the world but not of it (Sander), for there is no such 
reference in the context. But it is also inadmissible to regard as the more 
particular definition of xadé¢ the dcaocivy (Diisterdieck), or the sonship of 
God (Liicke: ‘as Christ is the Son of God, so are we also children of God”), 
for neither do these ideas appear in the context. We are rather to go back 
to 6 névev év TH Gyan, and accordingly to refer «adé¢ to love (so Lorinus: 
“reddit nos charitas Christo similes et conformes imagini jilii Dei;” Bengel, 
De Wette, Ewald, Myrberg, Braune, etc.),! so that the sense is: “if we live 
in love, then we do not fear the judgment of Christ, because then we are 
like Him, and He therefore cannot condemn us.”? The present éori is to 
be retained as a present, and not.to be turned into the preterite (Oecume- 
nius: dc éxeivoe hv év 7 Koouw duwuoc xa xabapoc). Love is the eternal nature 
of Christ, comp. iii. 7: xaddc éxeivoc dixavdg éctev. In the concluding words: 
év TO Kéouw TobTY, Which belong, not to éor, but only to éouev, it is brought 
out that we are still in the earthly world (ka@opuoc obroc¢ is not an ethical 
idea), whereas Christ has already ascended from it into heaven. 


1 The reference of xa@ws to love is the only 
one demanded by the context, so that it is not 
suitable to regard love only as a single element 
in the likeness of believers to Christ which is 
here spoken of, as is the case with Liicke, for 
instance. Erdmann lays the chief emphasis 
not so much on love as on fellowship with 
God, which exists in love; but by Ka@ws... 
éo7 it is not arelationsbip, but a quality, that 
is indicated. 


namely, in the Church, which is His body.” 
Ebrard regards the second conjecture as the ~ 
more correct, and in accordance with it thus 
states the sense: ‘‘ We look forward to the 
judgment with boldness, for, as He (in His 
Church) is still persecuted by the wicked 
world (even at the present day), so are we 
also in this world (as lambs among wolves) ” 
(!). Ebrard groundlessly maintains, against 
the explanation given in the text, * that with 


* Hbrard in his interpretation arrives at no 
definite result; as, on his supposition that the 
centre of the tertii comparationis lies in the 
words ev th Kdowm TovTw, the present éort is 
objectionable to him, he would prefer to con- 
jecture ‘otrws” instead of éori; but “as a 
faithful attention to the requirements of Bibli- 
cal exegesis would scarcely permit such a con- 
jecture,” he thinks that nothing else remains 
but either to suppose that éori (in the sense of 
an historical present) ‘is added as an indiffer- 
ent, colorless word,” or to refer ka@ws éx. 
éorw to the fact that Christ even now ‘still 
exists in the wicked world ¢o a certain extent, 


it an ovTws could not be omitted, nay, that even 
this would not suffice, but that it would have 
to read: Ore otos éxeivds éott, TOLODTOL Kai 
nets éowev, and that even then the passage re- 
mains obscure enough; ” and “ that with this 
acceptation, év 7. x. 7, almost appears quite 
superfluous and foreign.” Against the state- 
ment that ‘our confidence in view of the 
judgment could not possibly be founded on 
our likeness to Christ, but only on the love of 
God as manifested in Christ,” it is a decisive 
answer that John in other passages as well 
makes the rappnoia dependent upon our char- 
acter: comp, li. 28, iii. 21. 


CHAP. IV. 18. 593 

Ver. 18 serves to establish the preceding thought, that love-has its per- 
fection in mappyoia. — $6Boc ob éorw év TH dyéng]. The thought is quite general 
in its character: “where love is, there is no fear” (Ebrard); ¢6@0c is there- 
fore not specially the fear of God, and by dyémn we are not to understand 
specially love to God, but at the same time this general thought is certainly 
expressed here in reference to the relationship to God. It is quite erroneous 
to explain dyazy here, with Calvin, Calovius, Flacius, Spener, etc., as “the 
love of God to us;”? but it is also incorrect, with Liicke and others, to 
understand by it, specially, brotherly love.2— The preposition é is not = 
with (a Mons: ne se trouve avec la charité) ; Luther, correctly: “Fear is not 
in love ;” i.e., it is not an element in love, it is something utterly foreign to 
it, which only exists outside it. By the following words, daw’ 9 tedeia dyérn 
w BdAre Tov goBor, the preceding thought is confirmed and expanded: love 
not only has no fear in it, but it does not even endure it; where it enters, 
there must fear completely vanish. Beza inadequately paraphrases the 
adjective redeia by sincera, opposita simulationi; it is not love in its first 
beginnings, love which is still feeble, but love in its perfection, that com- 
pletely casts out fear. The reason why love does not suffer fear to be along 
with it is, é6r. 6 o0Boc KdAacevy Exet. The word xéddaouc (besides here, only 
in Matt. xxv. 46; comp. Wisd. xi. 14, xvi. 2, 24, xix. 4) has always the 
meaning of “punishment” (also LXX., Ezek. xiv. 3, 4, 7, xviii. 30, xliv. 32, 
as incorrect translation of WIND) ; if we adhere to this meaning, that ex- 
pression can only mean: fear has punishment, in which case that which it has 
to expect is regarded as inherent in it, just as on the other hand it could be 
said: 7 dyarn éxer (wav aidviov (this being considered as future happiness, as 
in Matt. xxv. 46); this idea has nothing against it, for fear, as rooted 
in unbelief, is in itself deserving of punishment, and therein lies the reason 
(67) why perfect love casteth out fear. Several commentators, however, ex- 
plain xéAaoec by “ pain,” thinking that “here causa is put pro effectu” (Ebrard), 
or, in more correspondence with the thought, by “pain of punishment” 
(Besser, Braune, so also previously in this commentary); similarly Liicke 
explains x«éaaouw = “consciousness of punishment.” The thought that then 
results is indeed right in itself, for “certainly this having of xéAaow does 
actually show itself in the consciousness or the pain of the expectation of 
punishment” (Briickner); but such a change in the meaning of the idea 
KoAaoee cannot be grammatically justified. The following sentence, 6 dé gopo%- 
pevoc ob TeTEAeiwtar év rH dyann, Which is not connected with the subordinate 


heart in which it dwells before it (love) ob- 
tains its entrance. If ayaryn and oBos were 


1 Calovius interprets: ‘‘Charitas divina, 
quae apprehensa per fidem, omnem servilem 


timorem expellit,” whereby a reference for- 
eign to the context is plainly introduced.’ 
2.For justification of this interpretation 
Liicke refers to the words c£w Baader rov doBor, 
and remarks: ‘‘it cannot be said of the love 
of God in its perfection, that it casts out fear of 
God, for it has not got any.’”? But John does 
not say that love casts out fear out of itself; 
the idea rather is, it drives fear out of the 


meant to have different references, the apostle 
would certainly have indicated this. 

8 It is unnecessary to take the abstract (0 
0Bos) for the concrete (0 PoBovpevos), as De 
Wette and Diisterdieck do; De Wette incor- 
rectly interprets ¢xec by ‘receives,’ and 
Baumgarten-Crusius by “ keeps, tenet, thinks 
of ... punishment” (so that the sense is: 
‘“‘ Fear knows nothing of mercy, of love”). 
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clause éru 6 $6foc, «.7.4., but with the preceding principal clause, does not 
contain a conclusion from this (dé is not = ody), but (as Braune also thinks) 
expresses the same thought in negative form (hence the connection by dé) ; 
only with this difference, that what was there expressed in an objective way, 
‘here receives a subjective aspect. It needs no proof, that the apostle has in 
view in this verse no other fear than that of which Paul says, Rom. viii. 15, 
obx gAGGete mretua SovAciac Tadw ei¢ ¢680v, and therefore not the childlike 
awe of God arising from the consciousness of God’s glory, which forms an 
essential element of love to God.! The conjectures of Grotius, instead of 
KoAaotv ~ KdAovow (i.e., mutilationem; so that the sense is “metus amorem mutilat 
atque infringit, aut prohibet, ne se exserat”’), and instead of goBoiuevoc: Kodovoue- 
voc (“qui mutilatur aut impeditur in dilectione, is in ea perfectus non est”); and 
that of Lamb. Bos: instead of «dAaow, xéAvow, are not merely useless, but 
even rob the thought of the apostle of its peculiar force. 

Ver. 19. jucic dyan@uev]. According to this reading (omit airév), ayandy 
is here to be taken in the same comprehensive way as cyan in ver. 16 (Diis- 
terdieck, Myrberg,? Ebrard), and must not be restricted to “brotherly love” 
(Liicke). — dyaouev, in analogy with dyardyvev in ver. 7, and with dgecAouev, 
ver. 11, is taken by Hornejus, Grotius, Lorinus, Lange, Liicke, De Wette- 
Briickner, Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, Besser, Diisterdieck, Myrberg, etc., 
as imperative subjunctive; but it might be more correct to regard this verse, 
just as ver. 17,-as an expression of the actual character of true Christians, 
with whom, in ver. 20, by éav uc einy the false Christian is contrasted, and 
therefore to take dyaméuev, with Beza, Socinus, Spener, Bengel, Rickli, 
Neander, Ebrard, Hofmann (Schrifibew., II. 2, p. 338), Braune, ete., as in- 
dicative, in favor of which is also the prefixed jueic. —The reason of jyeic 
dyanduev is stated in dr adtdc mpdto¢ hyangoev jude, in which the chief emphasis 
rests on mpatoc; comp. vv. 9, 10. 

Ver. 20-chap. v. 1. Proof of the necessary co-existence of love to God 
and love to the brethren. The absence of the latter is evidence of the 
absence of the former; where love to God is, brotherly love also cannot be 
wanting. : 

Ver. 20. This verse divides itself into two parts, the second part confirm- 
ing the thought of the first. — ééy ri eimn]. _ The same form of thought as in 
chap. i. 6 ff. — dre dyard rdv Ged]. 67 is used, as frequently, at the commence- 
ment of the direct oration. — xa? rov ddeAgdv adtod wiop]. With peop corresponds 
the subsequent 6 4) dyarav, comp. chap. iii. 14,15. Spener: “not only with 
actual hatred towards him, but even not loving him in perfect truth.” 
To hate is the positive expression for “not to love” (so also Braune). — 


1 That the fear which the apostle means has 


legis, donee veniat charitas.””— The different 
its necessary place also in the development of 


steps are thus stated by Bengel: ‘ Varius 


the spiritual life, Augustine strikingly ex- 
presses thus: “ Timor quasi locum praeparat 
charitati. Si autem nullus timor, non est qua 
intret charitas. Timor Dei sic vulnerat quo- 
modo medici ferramentum. Timor medica- 
mentum, charitas sanitas. Timor servus est 
charitatis. Timor est custos et paedagogus 


hominum status: sine timore et amore; cum 
timore sine amore; cum timore et amore; sine 
timore cum amore.” 

2 Myrberg remarks: ‘‘ Totum genus amoris 
hic proponitur; sed ubi totum genus amoris 
nuncupatur, ibi mens ante omnia fertur ad 
considerationem amoris erga Deum.” 
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petorne toriv; see chap. i.6. The truth that he who hates (or, does not love) 
his brother, also does not love God, the apostle confirms by the contrast be- 
tween év é6paxe and dv ody EGpaxev, in which the visibility of the brother 
is contrasted with the invisibility of God. The perfect indicates the perma- 
nent state; comp. ver. 12, Gospel of John i. 18. Liicke: éwpaxéva = “to 
have before one’s eyes;” a Lapide: “ vidit et assidue videt.” Socinus incor- 
rectly lays a certain emphasis on the preterite when he says: quandoquidem 
satis est ad amorem per cognitionem alicujus erga illum excitandum, quod quis 
ipsum aliquando viderit ; nec necesse est, ut etiam nunc illum videat. The prem- 
ise for the conclusion of the apostle is, that the visible — as the object 
directly presented to the sight—is more easily loved than the invisible. 
Even the natural man turns with love to the visible,1 whereas love to God, 
as the Unseen, requires an elevation of the heart of which only the saved 
are capable. Hence brotherly love is the easier, love to God is the more 
difficult. In him who rejects the former, the latter has certainly no place. 
The truth that love to God is the condition of Christian brotherly love, is 
not in contradiction with this; for that love, as the glorification of natural 
love, has its necessary basis in the natural inclination which we have to our 
visible brother, who is like us. It is therefore unnecessary to attach any 
importance to elements which the apostle here leaves quite untouched, as is 
the case with Calvin (with whom Sander, Ebrard, etc., agree) when he says: 
Apostolus hic pro confesso sumit, Deum se nobis in hominibus offerre, qui insculp- 
tam gerunt EJUS IMAGINEM ; Joannes nil aliud voluit, quam fallacem esse jactan- 
tiam, si quis Deum se amare dicat, et EJUS IMAGINEM, quae ante oculos est, negli- 
gat; and with De Wette in his interpretation: “the brother is the visible 
empiric object of love; whereas God, the ideal invisible object, can really be 
loved only in him.” By the interrogative méc divara dyandv (comp. chap. 
ili. 17), and by placing the object rdv Oedv first, the expression gains in 
vivacity and point. — rac divara: must not be taken: “how can he attain to 
that?” but “how can we suppose that he loves?” (Baumgarten-Crusius). 
Bengel: sermo modalis: impossibile est, ut talis sit amans Dei, in praesenti. 

Ver. 21. Alterum argumentum cur amare proximum (or, more correctly, 
fratrem) debeamus: quia Deus id praecepit (Grotius).—«ai, not = and yet 
(Paulus) ; for this verse does not contain an antithesis, but an expansion, of 
the preceding thought. —ratrav ray tvroajy, «.7.4.]. Lange interprets évroaq 
here by “teaching ;” and Grotius paraphrases 6 dyarav tov Oeov by qui a Deo 


than a person whom I have not seen at all,”’ is 
overthrown by the fact that the apostle does 
not here make the slightest reference to the 
conduct of persons standing in visible opposi- 
tion to us, by whom the natural feeling of love 
towards our equals is destroyed and turned 


1 Oecumenius: éfeAkvotikoy yap Spacis 
ayanynv. Hornejus: “Sicut omnis cognitio 
nostra communiter a sensu incipit, ita amor 
quoque, unde facilius et prius amatur, quod 
facilius et promptius cognoscitur.” Similarly 


Luther, Calovius, etc. Compare also the 
into hate. 


statement of Gregory (Homil. XI.in Hvang.) 3 
‘Oculi sunt in amore duces;”’ and Philo (Ad 
Decalog.): apnxavov evocBeicOar tov adpatov 
UT THY Eis TOUS éuhavets Kai Eyyis agEeBovYTHY. 

2 The objection of Ebrard, that ‘it is not 
easier to love a person who stands visibly be- 
fore me, and has, for instance, injured me, 


As the apostle is contrasting the 
elements of visibility and invisibility, it is so 
much the more arbitrary to introduce here a 
reference to theimago Dei, as this is not some- 
thing visible, but something invisible, —the 
object, not of sight, but of faith. 
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pro amante ipsius haberi vult; both false and unnecessary; for although 
brotherly love is the natural fruit and activity of love to God, yet at the 
same time the practice of it is the habitual task which he who loves God 
has to perform, as one appointed him by God. It is doubtful whether we 
are to understand by aitos God (Baumgarten-Crusius, De Wette, Diister- 
dieck, etc.) or Christ; that in the latter case éxeivov must be read, is unfounded; 
because rdv Ocdv follows, the second view seems to be the more correct; but 
as in the context there is no reference here at all to Christ, it might be safer 
to understand by airos God. — By iva referring back to rairyv, it is here, as 
frequently after verbs of wishing and commanding, not so much the pur- 
pose as the purport of the commandment (the realization of which is cer- 
tainly the aim and object of the commandment) that is stated, which Braune 
here also incorrectly disputes. 


CHAP. V. 597 


CHAPTER V. 


Ver. 1. Lachm. has bracketed the kai before rév yeyevynuévov, because it is 
wanting in B, some min., Vulg., Hil., ete. Instead of tov yeyevyguévov, & reads 
TO yey. as it runs in ver. 4. — Ver. 2. Instead of typauev, Rec. in A, G, K, ¥, etc., 
Lachm. and Tisch. read moyev, according to B, several min., Vulg., Syr., 
Thph., etc. The authorities, however, decide in favor of typauev, even A; in 
which the following words: airy ydp . . . Tnpapuev, are wanting, perhaps through 
a mistake. Still it remains likely that rypéuev has been inserted as John’s usual 
expression (with évroAdc) instead of mompev.— Ver. 5. Instead of the Ree. ti¢ 
éorw (A, G, al., pl., Vulg., etc., Lachm., Tisch.), is found in B, K, several min., 
ete.: tic éotwv dé; Tic dé éoTtv; in 8 the dé is inserted, perhaps for closer connec- 
tion of the clauses. — Ver. 6. Instead of aivaroc, mvebuatoc is found in some 
min., etc.; in A, 8, some min., etc., is found the addition : kat mvetparoc; others 
read mvevuatoc Kul aiwatoc, and aluaroc kal mvevpuatog is also found; mvebuaroc 
is evidently a later addition. — The Rec. has before Xpioré¢ the article 6; it is 
wanting in A, G, 8 (K: Xpzs70¢ 'Inoovc) and, according to the statement of Tisch. 
7, in B; according to Tisch. 2, it is found in B (namely, e silentio collatorum); 
Buttmann has retained it, as well as Lachmann and Tisch, 2; Tisch. 7 has, 
however, rejected it.—Instead of povov, B reads vévw; a correction right 
according to the sense. —«ai t@ alwarc], According to A, B, G, and many 
others, Syr., Copt. (with Lachm. and Tisch.), kai év 7 aly, is probably to be 
substituted. Other variations, as mvebuatt instead of aiuate, etc., do not call for 
observation; the reading ér¢ Xptoro¢ instead of dre 7d mvedua need only be 
mentioned, which, because it is found in the Vulgate, is the basis of several old 
interpretations, although it is supported by scarcely any other authorities, — 
Ver. 7%. Before 7peic, 8 has the article o/; but in this it is alone. —The words 
that follow of paprupodvrec in the Rec.: év TG obpavd, 6 marHp, 6 Adyog Kal 
TO Gytov mvedua kat obroe of tpeic Ev eiot, (Ver. 8) Kai rpeic¢ eiorv 
of waptupovvrec év TH yH, are rejected by Griesb., Lachm., Tisch, etc., and 
are considered spurious by almost all modern commentators (except Sander, 
Besser, Mayer). — They are wanting in all the Greek Codices, except in 173** 
(of the 16th cent.), 34, and 162; in the two latter, however, which also belong 
only to the 16th cent., the words kai ot tpeic 7d vy eiow, and the articles 4, 6, 76, 
are omitted. They are wanting, further, in almost all the versions. With 
regard to the Latin Codices, they are only found in these after the 8th cent. ; 
the Codex Amiatinus (circa 541), Harleianus (of the 7th cent.), and others do 
not contain them; the Codex Demidovianus has transposed them, thus: quia 
tres sunt qui testimonium dant in terra, spiritus, aqua et sanguis, et tres unum 
sunt. Et tres sunt, qui testimonium dant in coelo, pater, verbum, et spiritus. 
— Of the Greek Fathers not a single one mentions them, although reference to 
them would have been very convenient in the Arian controversies; just as little 
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is there any reference to them in most of the older Latin Fathers, as Hilary, 
Lucifer, Ambrose, Faustinus, Jerome, Augustine, etc. An allusion to them has 
incorrectly been believed to exist in Tertullian in the passages: c. Praw., 25, 
and De Pudicit., 21; on the other hand, Cyprian (De Unitate Ecclesiae) seems to 
refer to them in the words: Dicit Dominus: Ego et Pater unum sumus; et 
iterum de Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto scriptum est: Et tres unum sunt. 
The passage in Phoebadius (4th cent.), Contra Arianos, c. 45, refers rather to 
Tertullian than to John;1 and in Eucherius (5th cent.), Lib. Formularum, ec. 11, 
they are only found in interpolated handwriting. They are first certainly quoted 
by Vigilius (towards the end of the 5th cent.) in the books written under the 
name of Idacius, Contra Varimadum, by Fulgentius, Cassiodorus (of the 6th 
cent.), and in many later ones since the 9th cent. — The peculiar quotation in 
Cyprian finds its explanation in the symbolical interpretation of the words 70 
mvedua, 76 Kdwp, and 70 aiua of the Trinity, which is also found in the Schol. in 
Matthaei: of tpeic 8 cimev dpoevixoc, btt oduBoAa TadTa. Tig Tpadoc; and in the 
Schol.: tovréore 7d rvedpa 74 Gytov Kai 6 mathe KalabToc EavTod (and on év Eiolv: Tov- 
téott pia bedrne, el¢ Ocdc), and which Facundus (6th cent.) has rightly recognized 
when he says, Pro Defens. Trium Capit., 1. i. c. 3: tres sunt qui testimonium 
dant (in terra ?): Spiritus, aqua et sanguis, et hi tres unum sunt... quod 
Joannis apostoli testimonium Cyprianus ... de Patre, Filio et Spiritu s. 
intelligit.2 — As at first the three persons of the Trinity were substituted for the 
former words, as was the case with Cyprian, the idea arose afterwards that they 
were named by the apostle in addition to them, and some Fathers then quoted 
the passage as it had taken shape in accordance with this idea. — The weight of 
the evidence against the genuineness of the disputed words is so strong, that it 
is opposed to the fundamental principles of a sound and unprejudiced criticism 
to\regard them as genuine. — In the 16th cent. the words are found in most of 
the Latin translations, as well as in some of the German translations which 
were made in accordance with the Vulgate. With regard to the editions of the 
Greek text, the Complutensian (1504-1514), following the Vulgate, accepted 
them; on the other hand, Erasmus in his earliest editions rejected them, as 
well as Aldus Manutius in the Venetian edition (1518); in his translation of 
1521, and in the 3d edition of 1522, Erasmus, however, accepted them, adducing 
Cod. 34; Stephanus and Beza did the same; ‘‘the Rec. sanctioned the claim of 
this reading”? (Braune). Luther never admitted them into his translation.® 
They are first found in the translations which appeared in Switzerland without 
Luther’s name; thus in the Ziirich edition of Froschover, 1529; the edition of 


1 The passages in Tertullian run thus: the 
Jrst: ‘“Ceterum de meo sumet, inquit, sicut 
ipse de Patris. Ita connexus Patris in Filio et 
Filii in Paracleto, tres etticit cohaerentes al- 
terum ex altero: qui tres unum sunt, non 
unus, quomodo dictum est. Ego et Pater unum 
sumus, ad substantiae unitatem, non ad nu- 
meri singularitatem;” the second: ‘Et eccle- 
sia proprie et principaliter ipse est Spiritus, in 
quo est trinitas unius divinitatis, Pater et 
Filius et Spiritus Sanctus.” The passage in 
Phoebadius: ‘‘ Sic alius a Filio Spiritus, sicut 
alius a Patre Filius. Sic tertia in Spiritu, ut 
in Filio secunda Persona: unus tamen Deus 
omnia, quia tres unum sunt.” 


2 Ebrard, indeed, also holds these words to 
be spurious, but thinks it probable that they 
existed In the MSS. which were available to 
Cyprian; this, however, is the less to be in. 
ferred from the fact that Vigilius had the 
passage in his N. T., since he quotes it in a 
corrupt sense. 

8 It is strange that the words are found 
explained in Luther’s second commentary on 
the Epistle (Walch) without the slightest 
reference to their spuriousness, whilst in 
Luther’s first commentary they are distinctly 
specified as spurious. This is no doubt ex- 
plained by the fact that he based his second 
edition on the later text of Erasmus. 
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1531 also has them, but with the omission of “in earth,’ and in small print; 
in that of 1533 they are printed in ordinary letters, whilst they are bracketed 


in later editions of 1540, 1545, 1549.1 


The Basel edition of Bryllinger, 1552, has 


them without brackets; the Ziirich edition of Gessner, 1555, on the other hand, 
has them bracketed. — With regard to the editions published in Frankfort-on- 
the-Main, these words, according to the usual statement, are first found in 
the edition of 1593; this, however, is incorrect, for they previously occur in the 
quarto edition of 1582, though they are wanting in the octavo of Feyerabéndt, ° 
1582.2, Among the editions printed in Wittenberg, the quarto edition of Zach. 
Lehmann, 1596, is probably the first that admitted the words; but again they 
are wanting in many later editions; the last which does not contain them is the 
quarto of 1620, which was published by Zach. Schiirer at Joh. Richter’s. —In 
the 17th cent. their genuineness was defended —certainly on insufficient and 


false grounds. 


After Richard Simon had declared himself against them, they 


were opposed in the 18th cent., especially by Thomas Emlyn (1715), Clarke 


(1738), Wetstein, Michaelis, Semler, Hezel, Griesbach, Matthaei. 


Bengel, on 


the contrary, defended them, but with the arbitrary assumption that the text 
originally ran: ‘‘ 672 rpéi¢ eiowv of uaptupovvtes év TH yH TO TvEdUA, K.T.A., Eig TO ev 


eloLy, 
Gywov mvedua Kal obra of TpEsic &v eiowy,”’ 


Ver. 8. kal tpeic¢ siowv of uaprupodvrec év TH obpav@, 6 maTHp, 6 Adyoc Kat TO 
Compare especially Bengel, Apparat. 


Criticus ; Griesbach, Diatribe in loc. 1 Johann. v. 7, 8, as appendix of the 2d 
part of his edition; Semler in his Hist. wu. krit. Sammlungen tiber die Sog. 
Beweisstellen in d. Dogmn. St., 1.; Rickli in his notes on this passage; Knittel, 
Neue Kritiken iiber 1 Joh. v. 7, 8. — Ver. 9. Instead of #v, according to G, K, 
etc., Thph., Oecum., A, B, 8, etc., Vulg., etc., Cyr., read 61, which is recom- 
mended by Griesbach and accepted by Lachm. and Tisch.: #7» seems to have 
arisen from ver. 10; Reiche, however, holds 7 to be the original. — Ver. 10. 


éyel THY waptupiav]. 


Rec., according to-B, G, K, &, very many min., and vss., 


Thph., ete. (Tisch.); Lachm. (following A, Vulg.) adds tov © 0%, which, how- 
ever, seems to be an explanatory gloss. —Instead of éavt@, Tisch. reads avira, 


following A, G, K; only a clerical variation. 
Against this A and the Vulg. have 7 wi (Lachm.). 


Syr., ete., Thph. (Tisch. ). 


7) Oe, Rec., after B, G, K, 8, 


This reading has arisen from the idea that this negative sentence must exactly 
correspond to the preceding: 6 moTebwv sic Tov vidv Tob cod, — Ver. 138. The Rec. 
runs: buiv toic morebovow eic TO OvOua TOV viowv Tov O€0d, iva EidyTE StL Conv 


éyete alaviov kal iva miotebnre cic TO GVOUa TOV Vind TOU OEOd, 


In A, B, 8, etc., 


Vulg., Copt., Theb., etc., Cassiod., Bede, the addition roi¢ MloTEvoVoLY .. . TOU OEod, 
is wanting after duiv; instead of the concluding ka? iva, «.7.A., the reading in A, 
etc., almost all the vss., Cassiod., Bede, is: of morebovtec ei¢ TO dv., «.7.2.; in B, 


1 According to Rickli, these brackets were 
first omitted in 1597; Ebrard, on the other 
hand, says that they were already omitted in 
the edition of 1561 which was in his posses- 
sion. 

2 For these and the following notices I 
have to thank my friend Dr. Klose of Ham- 
burg, who has personally examined these 
editions in the Hamburg Library. According 
to Panzer (Hist. de Bibeliibers., p. 492 ff.) and 
Monckeburg (Beitr. 2. Feststellung, etc., p. 
152), the words are said to occur as early as in 
the Frankfurt edition of 1574, edited by Reffeler 


(published by John Feyerabendt); but this 
statement is incorrect. According to a written 
communication from Professor Dr. Keil, who 
has compared the edition in the Leipzig 
University Library, the passage referred to 
runs: ‘* And it is the Spirit that bears witness 
that the Spirit is truth. For there are three 
that bear record on earth, the Spirit and the 
water and the blood, and these three are one. 
If we receive the witness of men,” etc. The 
folio edition of Weyg. Hanen, 1574, also does 
not contain the words. 
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however, roic muarevovew; so also X*; in &,, however, of teorebovrec, — Griesb., 
Scholz, Lachm., Tisch., have accepted the reading as it is in A, Buttmann as it 
isin B. Even if the common reading is to be justified according to the sense 
(De Wette, Sander, Reiche), yet its correctness does not therefore follow, as it 
has too little support from external authorities, and as iva motetnte seems to 
owe its origin to the passage, Gospel of John xx. 31. The reading of B might, 
however, be preferable to the reading of A, since the former is not only the 
more difficult, but by it the origin of the Rec. can be more easily explained; so 
also Briickner; Braune prefers the reading of A, ‘‘as difficilior,’’ but the addi- 
tion is more easily connected with éyere than with the preceding tuiv, — It is 
doubtful whether aiévwov had its original position before or after éyete; the 
former is attested by G, K, &, several min., Thph., Oec.; the latter by A, B, 
etc., Vulg., etc. (Lachm., Tisch.).— Ver. 14. Instead of 67 éav 7, Lachm., 
following A, reads: 6, tt dv, which, however, has too little support. — Ver. 15. 
Lachmann’s reading, «ai dv, instead of xa? éav, has too little evidence in B. A 
omits entirely the words cal... . 7uav; so also N*; N, reads cal éay idopev, K.7.A, 
—6 a]. Rec., according to A, K, etc., Oec. (Lachm.); instead of which B, G, 
&, and many others, Thph., have 6 éav (Tisch.). The reading in N*, 67 édv 
Eyouev, is merely a mistake. — Instead of map’ aitov (A, G, K, and several others), 
B, &, read az’ avrod (Lachm., Tisch.).— Ver. 16. Instead of ‘67, Rec., according 
to A, B, G, K, &, ete., Clem., Thph., Oec., Lachmann, has accepted the reading 
eidj, presented only by the Vulg. and Latin Fathers. s* has aitjoe Kal dadoesc 
instead of the third person.— Ver. 18. Instead of dAA’, Tisch. and Buttm., 
following B, read dAAd. The reading airov in A*, B, instead of éavrov, is only a 
clerical variation of the word. —Ver. 20. «al oidayev], Rec., according to A, 
several min., etc. (Lachm., Buttm.); K, 8, ete. (according to Tisch., also B; 
contrary to which Buttm. states that «a? oid, is found in B) have oidayev 6é 
(Tisch.); G reads merely oidavev. — Tisch. 7, following A, B*, G, &, etc., reads 
ywookouer, whilst the Rec., according to B**, K, ete., is ywmoxwuev (Tisch. 2, 
Lachm., Buttm.); the latter is probably a correction.—To Tov aAndwor, A, 
several min., vss., and Fathers add ©¢6v, which, though approved of by Liicke, 
De Wette, Reiche, is with justice not accepted by Lachm. and Tisch., since it 
may easily be recognized to be an interpolation. N* has 7d adA70.; 8,, however, 
Tov.— 7 Cwm aiwvioc], According to A, B, 8, many min., etc., the article 7, which 
is only supported by a few min., is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be deleted, 
inasmuch as it is either Gw% alavoc, or 7 Gur ) aiwvioc, or 7 aidviog Gan (John xvii. 
3), that always appears in John, but never.7 6w% aiovoc, The grounds which 
Frommann (p. 91 ff.) adduces for the retention of the article are not adequate. 
— Ver. 21. Instead of éavrovs (Rec., according to A, K, etc., Tisch.), B, G, n* 


(S,: éavtovc) read éavrd (Lachm.); this is probably a correction with reference to 
TEKVIA, 


Ver. 1 shows that the believer, as born of God, necessarily loves his 
brother. The two elements of the Christian life, faith and love, are repre- 
sented in their real unity. —rde¢ 6 meotedwr bt Inoodc torte b Xptoroc 
refers back to chap. iv. 15; comp. ii. 22, iv. 2; instead of 6 Xpordc, the 
apostle in ver. 5 puts 6 vide tod Oeod ; comp. iii. 23, from which, however, it 
does not follow that 6 Xpiaroc and 6 vide tod Oeod are to the apostle exactly 
identical ideas, but certainly that he only is Christ to him, who is also Son 
of God. That John says here 4 Xporéc, is oceasioned by the antithesis to 


CHAP. Y. 2. 601 


the false teachers; comp. on this Weiss, p. 155 ff. Grotius erroneously 
explains: gui credere se ostendit: it is not the manifestation of faith, but 
faith itself, that is the subject. —ék« rod Ocod yeyévynra; for faith is not a 
human, but a divine work in us.1 This first sentence forms the premise 
from which the apostle draws his conclusion. He does not specially 
emphasize the self-evident intermediate thought: mae 6 yeyevynuévoc éx Tod 
Ocod dyand tov Ocdv, but presupposing it,? he says: cai mac 6 dyandv rov 
yevvyoavra, dyana@ wal Tov yeyevvnpévov && abrod]. 6 yeyevrv. && abtod 
is not “Christ” (Augustine, Hilarius, a Lapide, etc.), but “the believer.” 
Calvin, correctly: Sub numero singulari omnes fideles Ap. designat. Est 
autem argumentum ex communi naturae ordine sumptum. By the last thought 
Calvin rightly indicates why the apostle here says “rdv yevyfoavta” 
instead of rdv Gedy, and “rdv yeyevygnuévoy && abtos” instead of rdv 
ddeAgov.—dayand is not subjunctive “let him love,” but indicative “he 
loves;” John is here expressing not an exhortation, but a fact. 

Ver. 2 states how love to the “children of God” is to be recognized. 
The sign of it is: érav rdv Ocdy dyamamerv Kal Tag évtroAde abrod 
Tnpdpmev (noduev). _The difficulty, that whereas elsewhere the keeping of ' 
the commandments or brotherly love is mentioned as the evidence of love 
to God (or of knowing God), comp. ii. 3, iv. 20, 21, here the converse 
relationship is represented, so that, as De Wette says, “the apostle here 
makes the cause (love to God) the token of the effect (love to the breth- 
ren),” cannot be solved by the arbitrary assumption of an attraction, which 
Oecumenius supposes when he interprets, deiyua tie eig Ocdv dyanne thy eic Tov 
ddsAdov ayarny tiderat, and which Grotius distinctly expresses when he para- 
phrases: év rojrw yuvdoxouev Ott Tov Oxdv dyanGuev, brav ayarapev Ta Téxva adTOd 
kal tag évrodd¢ abtod typGuev; nor even with De Wette by the view “that rac 
évroAd¢ abrov typ@uev is the principal clause, and rdv Osdv dyarauev only the 
anticipated confirmation of it, so that the one result of love to God is put 
for a token of the other:” but the explanation lies in this, that these two 
elements, “love to God” and “love to the brethren as children of God,” in 
reality mutually prove one another. By the addition of the words, «al ra¢ 
évroddc aitod rypauev, it is brought out that love to God necessarily shows 
itself in the obedient keeping of His commandments. This obedience, 
rooted in love to God, is equally with the former the token of true brotherly 
love, because the commandments of God include the duties which we owe 


2 That this thought is presupposed by 


1 The relationship between being born of 
John, which Ebrard and Braune erroneously 


God and faith is not to be expressed thus, 


that first the latter and then the former 
follows; but neither is it first the former and 
then the latter, but being born of God hap- 
pens in this way, that God works faith in 
man. ‘The new birth is,’? as it runs in the 
Mecklenburg Catechism, “the working and 
gift of faith.’ The moreverv, which begins 
with the gift of rio7ts, is therefore the result, 
and hence also the token, of being born of 
God, as the mroueiy thy Sexavocvvyy (chap. ii. 29) 
and the ayamév (chap. iii. 7). 


deny, is proved by the fact that John does 
not say here, 6 éx tov @eod yeyevynuévos, but 
instead of it, 6 ayamav Tov yeryjoavra, 

3 He who loves God has therein an evidence 
that he loves the brethren also—as réxva Tod 
@cod, because brotherly love is the necessary 
result of love to God; but it is also quite as 
true that he who loves the brethren has 
therein an evidence of love to God, because 
the latter is the necessary cause of the 
former. 
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to the brethren. He therefore who regards it as incumbent on him to fulfil 
God’s commandments, possesses therein the evidence that he loves his 
brethren, the réxva rod Oecd, that his love to them is not mere appearance, 
but reality: similarly Liicke, Sander, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, Diister- 
dieck, Braune, interpret; Calvin, on the other hand, gives the thought an 
erroneous direction when he says: “nune docet, recte et ordine amari homines, 
quum Deus priores obtinet; vult sic mutuam coli inter nos caritatem, ut Deus 
praeferatur.” — It is further to be observed, that the first dyam@yev is neither 
subjunctive nor used instead of the future (Carpzov, Lange), but is simple 
indicative; and that érav is not = quamdiu (Carpzov, Lange), but con- 
ditional particle, as éév, chap. ii. 3. 

Ver. 3 refers to the last two ideas, which were simply mentioned co- 
ordinatively, and expresses their unity: airy ydp éotw % dyann tod Ccod]. abr 
is explained by the following iva, —éoriv is to be kept in its proper meaning, 
though iva follows; the paraphrase: “it brings this with it, it includes 
the endeavor” (De Wette), weakens the thought; iva states the import of the 
dyarn t. Ocod, to the realization of which it is directed. Quite incorrectly 
Grotius takes # dyamn metonymicaily for: ostensio dilectionis. — xa? ai évrodai 
abvrod Bapeiat obx eiciv 1s connected with the preceding as a new idea; Gapeiat 
= “heavy, as an oppressive burden ;” + comp. Luke xi. 46: gopria dvoBéoraxra, 
and Matt. xi. 30: @opriov édagpév. It is grammatically incorrect to explain 
Gapeta: “difficult to fulfil” (Ebrard). The idea is, indeed, expressed 
absolutely, but from the confirmation that follows in ver. 4 it is evident 
that the apostle meant it in special reference to those who are born of God. 

Ver. 4. Confirmation of the preceding thought. — nav 7d yeyevvnuévov éx 
tod Ocoi]. The neuter is used here as in Gospel of John iii. 6, vi. 37, xvii. 
2; it serves “to bring out the general category;” see Meyer on John iii. 6; 
comp. Winer, p. 160; according to the sense = révtec ol, «.7.A., it is not the 
disposition, but persons, that are meant. Quite erroneous is the remark of 
Baumgarten-Crusius: “the yeyevy, é« r, 8. has here only an external signifi- 
cation: whatever has the position of God’s children.’ — wd rov xdouov, for 
peivwv toriy 6 év abroic, } 6 év TO Koouw, Chap. iv. 4. —w«a is the simple present; 
in the conflict between the xécuoc and him who is born of God, the latter 
is constantly gaining the victory. Baumgarten-Crusius unsatisfactorily ex- 
plains wav by “to keep one’s self innocent;” this does not exhaust the idea 
of victory; that is not obtained when we take our stand against the enemy, 
but only when the enemy is overcome. The completion of the victory in 
its full sense certainly only takes place with the second coming of Christ. — 
Rickli and De Wette explain xésuoc by ‘‘love of the world and of self:” 
better Liicke, Calvin, Sander, Diisterdieck, Briickner, etc., “all that strives 


1 Spener: ‘* We are to understand the 


after His own image, cannot be grievous to 
heaviness of a burden that is so oppressive 


the latter; if, however, they are so, that is 


that one cannot bear it, that is, painful.’’ 
Calovius: ‘ Dicit ea non esse grayia, quia non 
aggrayant, ant instar molis onerosae praemunt 
renatum.’”? The commandments of God, as 
the demands of His love on man, who is made 


because man has departed from his original 
relationship to God; to the believer they are 
not grievous, because as the child of God he 
has gone back to the original relationship of 
love to God, 
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against the will of God within and without man;” but even this is too 
abstract. It is the kingdom of the wicked one, which, under its prince the 
Devil, striving against the kingdom of God, seeks to tempt the believer to 
unbelief and disobedience to the divine commands. — As the apostle wants 
to show how he that is born of God overcomes the world, he continues: «a? 
abtn toriv h vikn 9 vikhoaca Tov Kéouor H TioTLc Huav. The pronoun 
airy refers to 7 xistu qudv, which in its import is no other than the rior, dre 
*Inoovc éotlv 6 vid¢ tod God, ver. 5. The expression is peculiar, inasmuch as 
faith is described as the vin itself, and the vixdv 1s ascribed to it. Lorinus 
rightly remarks: victoria proprie non vincit, sed comparatur pugnando, sed 
energiam continet ea formula, denotans in quo sita sit vincendi ratio, unde 
victoria parta.1 The aorist wxfoaca is not to be turned into the present 
(a Lapide, Lorinus, Grotius, etc.) ; even though the victory is a continuous 
one, in which every believer is constantly taking part, the aorist neverthe- 
less indicates that faith from the beginning overcame the world. The 
explanation of Baumgarten-Crusius: “it is already victory won that ye 
have become believers” (similarly Neander), is incorrect; it is not here 
intended to commend faith as the result of a fight, but as that which fights, 
and which has won the victory; hence the active 7 v«joaca (so also Braune). 
Ver. 5. Confirmation of the preceding thought by an appeal to the expe- 
rience of the readers (Liicke). — ric éoriw 6 wer, «.7.4.]. The same form of 
speech as in chap. ii. 22. The thought is: “ Credens omnis et solus vincit” 
(Bengel). With érz Inco éoriv, «.7.A., comp. ver. 1, chap. 11. 22, iii, 23.— The 
believer is victorious because he is born of God; vv. 1 and 4 (Diisterdieck). 
Vy. 6-12. That Jesus is the Son of God, is confirmed by divine testimony, 
Ver. 6. In order to arrive at an understanding of this verse we must first 
of all look at the expression, gpyecda 6c’ ddaTo¢ Kal aiuatoc. The question, what 
is to be understood by dup and aiua, has been answered in very different 
ways. The explanations worthy of notice are these: 1. That the apostle 
means thereby the blood and water which flowed from Christ’s side on the 
cross, John xix. 34; this explanation is found in Augustine, Vatablus, and 
many of the old commentators; but some of them consider that the apostle 
here mentions this water and blood as the proof of the actual occurrence of 
the death of Christ, others that he uses them as symbols of baptism and the 
Lord’s Supper. 2. That by téwp and aiva are to be understood the sacra- 
ments appointed by Christ; this is the explanation of Wolf (who, however, 
understands an allusion to the incident recorded in John xix. 34), 8. Schmid, 
Carpzovius, Baur, Sander, Besser, and others. 8. That by tdwp John means 


1 Ebrard opposes this explanation with the understand the phrase of baptism merely... . 


arbitrary statement that 7 vicy ‘is the action 
which conquers the world” (!). 

2 To this class belongs also Luther’s inter- 
pretation (in the Ist ed. of Walch), which, 
however, differs in this, that according to it 
water and blood together constitute the sacra- 
ment of baptism; he says: ‘* Most commen- 
tators consider both sacraments; ...I do 
not object, indeed, to this explanation, but I 


Christ comes not by water only, but by water 
which is mixed with blood, that is, by baptism, 
which is colored with blood.’ So also in the 
interpretation of the following verse: “If you 
are baptized with water, the blood of Christ 
is sprinkled by the Word. If you are bap- 
tized in blood, you are at the same time 
washed by the Holy Spirit through the Word.” 
In his 2d ed., on the other hand, Luther under- 
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the baptism of Christ by John the Baptist, and by alua the atoning death 
which He suffered. This is the explanation of Tertullian, Theophylact, 
Cappellus, Heumann, Semler, Storr, Lange, Baumgarten-Crusius, Hilgen- 
feld, Neander, Ewald, Briickner, Liicke (third edition, Introduction, p. 160; 
comp. Bertheau’s note-on this passage, p. 881), Erdmann, Myrberg, Weiss, 
Braune, etc. Not a few commentators, however, divide the explanation, 
understanding édwp of the baptism appointed by Christ, and aiva of His own 
death; so Hornejus, Knapp, Liicke (in the commentary on this passage; also 
in the third edition, Introduction, p. 110; differently, Introduction, p. 160), 
De Wette, Rickli, Gerlach, Frommann (p. 596), Diisterdieck, ete.2— By 
many commentators (as Bede, a Lapide, Russmeyer, Spener, Bengel, etc.) 
different. interpretations are connected together in one or the other of these 
ways.® 


To these interpretations may be added others, the arbitrariness of which is 
evident at the first glance. To this class the following belong: 1. That by tdwp 
and aia John denotes the two elements of the physical life of Jesus; this is the 
view of Schulthess. Wetstein adds even the following mvedua, and says that 
the apostle wants to prove that Christ was a verus homo, who was formed ex 
spiritu, sanguine et aqua sive humore.* 2. That by both words, or at least by 
idwp, the ethical nature of Christ is indicated; thus Grotius interprets 6’ idato¢ 
= per vitam purissimamn, quae per aquam significari solet. Socinus under- 
stands by tdwp: ipsa doctrina pura cum vitae puritate conjuncta, 3. That in 
idwp and aiva it is not so much the baptism and death of Christ themselves that 
are to be thought of, as rather the testimonies that were given in connection 
with them; in ddwe the testimony of the divine voice in the baptism (Wahl); in 
aiva either the testimony of the good centurion (Stroth), or the events that 
followed the death of Jesus, namely, His resurrection and ascension (Wahl, 


stands water and blood, with reference to 
John xix. 34, of the two sacraments: ‘“‘ This 
brief summary has been kept in the Church, 
that out of the side of Jesus the two sacra- 
ments flowed.” 

1 Ewald understands by them, however, not 
merely the baptism and the death, but by tdwp 
the baptism, ‘‘ with every thing special which 
besides occurred in His case,” and by aina 
“the bloody death on the cross, with every 
thing still more wonderful that was connected 
with it.” 

2 To this class Ebrard also belongs, but he 
differs from the other commentators in this 
respect, that he understands by #éwp Christian 
baptism indeed, but ‘‘ not the entire sacrament 
of baptism (consisting of symbol and thing 
signified), but only the symbol in the sacra- 
ment;’’ hence, only that side of Christian 
baptism in which it is identical with the bap- 
tism of John. Clearly an unjustifiable division 
of the sacrament! The same view is no doubt 
that of Hofmann, who says (Schriftbew., II. 
1, p. 76): “alwa is, in contrast with vdwp, the 
blood shed by Jesus for the remission of sins, 


differing from the water of baptism, which 
John also performed;” then on p. 470 he 
asserts that vdwp is not the baptism which 
Jesus received, but that which He introduced, 
hence it denotes that which Jesus had in 
common with the Baptist ; and in ii. 2, p. 221, 
he describes vdwp precisely as “the baptism 
with water originated by John.” But how 
strange it is to say, nevertheless, that the bap- 
tism which Jesus introduced is the baptism of 
water originated by John! 

8 Bengel: “Agua dicit baptismum, quem 
primum administravit Johannes; ideo in aqua 
baptizare missus, ut Jesus manifestaretur tan- 
quam Filius Dei. Porro baptismus etiam per 
discipulos Jesu administratus est. Sanguis 
est utique sanguis —Jesu Christi, qui effusus 
in passione, in coena dominica bibitur.” Ter- 
tullian says: ‘‘Venerat per aquam et san- 
guinem, sicut Joh. scripsit, ut aqua tingeretur, 
sanguine glorificaretur. Proinde ut nos aqua 
faceret vocatos, sanguine electos, hos duos 
baptismos de vulnere perfossi lateris emisit.” 

# Similarly’ Paulus in reference to olya; 
idwp he understands of the baptism of John. 
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Ziegler, Lange), or even the testimony of God in John xii. 28 (Oecumenius).} 
4, That in these two expressions we are to consider the operations brought into 
exercise by Christ; in tdwp, regeneratio et fides (Clemens Al.), or purgatio 
(Cameron); in aiua, cognitio (Clemens Al.), or expiatio (Cameron), or redemptio 
(Bullinger). To this class belongs also Calvin’s explanation: ego existimo 
Joannem hic fructum et effectum exprimere ejus rei, quam in historia evangelica 
narrat. Christi latus sanguinis et aquae fons erat, ut scirent fideles, veram 
munditiem (cujus figurae erant veteres baptisms) in eo sibi constare: ut scirent 
etiam completum, quod omnes sanguinis aspersiones olim promiserant. 5. That 
those expressions and mveiua are descriptive of the threefold redemptive office 
of Christ: that tdwp (= coelestis doctrini, Bullinger) represents Him as prophet, 
aiua as priest, and mvedyua as king. Here may be added the strange explanation 
of tdwp as the tears which Jesus shed on various occasions, and of aiva as the 
blood which He shed at His circumcision. Again, some of the old commenta- 
tors understood by alua the blood of the martyrs. 


It is at all events incorrect to permit ourselves, in the interpretation of 
tdwp and aia, to be led by the question as to the nature of their testimony 
(Sander: “It must be maintained as the chief difficulty in the passage before 
us, what are the three witnesses on earth”’), for that is not the subject in this 
verse, in which the rvedua only is mentioned as bearing witness.? By the 
words ovréc¢ éorw, «.7.A., the apostle simply states who Jesus the Son of God 
is. — With regard to the expression 6 2A@ov 6’, «.7.2., most commentators 
interpret as if it were “ ovrog épxerat,”’ OY, “ ovTéc éorev Epxouevoc.” Others, it is 
true, have not overlooked the aorist, but they interpret it as if it expressed 
something present; thus Sander = “has come and comes,” against which 
Bengel rightly says, non dicit: 6 épydjevoc in Praesenti, sed 6 éd0dv Aoristo 
tempore, Praeteriti vim habenti. It is true, it is further correct when, in oppo- 
sition to De Wette, who takes éi@év as synonymous with éAyAvedc, chap. iv. 2, 
Briickner objects that by the aorist as a purely historic tense nothing con- 
tinuous or permanent is expressed; but even then the expression does not 
obtain complete justice. It is to be observed that John did not write “7A6e,” 
or “éoriv éAdav,” but éortv 6 2a06v. By the participle with the definite article, 
it is not a verbal, but a nominal, and, if it is not in apposition to a preceding 
substantive (as in John i. 18, 29, iii. 13, vi. 44, and passim), a substantive 
idea that is expressed; comp. John i. 15, 38, iii. 31, 36, and many other 
passages. It therefore does not mean “this came,” or “this is one who 
came,” but “this is he that came;” by this predicate it is not merely stated 


bear witness,” and then “it is only through 
the mvedua that both of them, which in them- 
selves give no testimony, likewise become wit- 
nesses’? — has in his discussion of the mean- 


1 Oecumenius: Sta Tod tSaros, Tovréo tiv, ev 
zo du’ Ydatos Bamtiouate ékepavOn vids Oeod o 
"Ingots Sa THs TOU TaTpdos apTupias® dua dé TOU 
aipatos* OTe wéAAwY cTavpovabat EAeye, Sofacdv 


pe ov TaTeEp, Kat HvéxOn H dwvy, Kar eddéaca, 
kat maAww So€acw* ca 5é TOD mvEevmaTos, OTL ws 
cds avéatn ek vexpav. 

2 This is usually too little noticed by com- 
mentators. Even Liicke — who remarks on the 
following words, cai 76 mvedua, x.7.A., that “it 
was not said of the water and blood that they 


ing of bSwp and alma all along regarded them 
as ‘* witnesses’ for the Messiahship of Jesus. 
Briickner also, in his interpretation of the 
ideas iSwp and afua, has all along included the 
element of testimony, whereby the clearness 
of his statement is only too much diminished. 
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what the subject which is here spoken of” fab, obtoc) has done, but the 
subject is thereby characterized as the particular person to whom this predi- 
cate is suitable as a specific characteristic; according to the analogy of John 
i. 33 (obré¢ gorw 6 Bantifor év mvedpate dyiw), iii. 13 (6 é« rod obpavod Karapac), 
and other passages, the expression therefore serves to state something char- 
acteristic of the Messianic office of Christ. If this is taken into considera- 
tion, the incorrectness of Augustine’s interpretation (see above) follows; 
for even if the flowing of the blood and water from the side of Jesus was 
intended by John not so much as a proof of the actual occurrence of Christ’s 
death (Liicke), but as a wonder proving the Messiahship of Jesus (Meyer on 
John xix. 84), yet this would be only a very subordinate proof, which by 
no means states a clfaracteristic sign of the Messiah as such. — In the life 
of Jesus there are two points which correspond with the expressions idwp 
and alua, namely, His baptism at the beginning of His Messianic work, and 
His bloody death at the end of it; by His baptism Jesus entered on His medi- 
atorial work; it formed the initiatio (Erdmann, Myrberg) of it, but this did 
not take place only by means of what happened at the baptism, but by the 
act of baptism itself; by His death he effected the atonement itself, inasmuch 
as by His blood he blotted out the guilt of the sinful world, for ywpi¢ aiuarexyv- 
ciac ob yiverat ddeoue (Heb. ix. 22).. John may with justice therefore describe 
Christ as the Mediator by calling Him the one who came 6v idatoe kat aivatoc.4 
Against the view that tdwp and aiua are to be understood of the sacraments 
instituted by Christ, is not only the circumstance that these are only the 
means for the appropriation of the atonement effected by Him, whereas the 
subject here is the accomplishment of the atonement itself, but also the use of 
the aorist £20év, instead of which, in that case, the present would have to, be 
used, and also the expression uiua, which by itself alone never in the N. 

signifies, the Lord’s Supper; even in 1 Cor. xii. 13 éroricéyoav is not an 
allusion to the Lord’s Supper, but to the communication of the Spirit in bap- 
tism. In opposition to the idea that aiva indeed signifies the death which 
Christ suffered, but that tdwp does not denote the baptism which He received, 
but the baptism which He instituted, are (1) that the close connection of 
the two words (without repetition of da before aiuaroc) is only suitable if the 
ideas correspond with ope another, which is not the case if by dv édaroc we 
understand an institution of Christ, but by aiuaroc, on the other hand, the 
blood shed by Christ ;? (2) that the simple expression idup is little suited for 
a description of Christian baptism ;* (8) that as the institution of baptism 


1 That “Jesus in both cases proved His 
obedience to His Father’s will, and that His 
obedience proved Him to be the Son of God, 
the holy and innocent One” (Braune), are 
ideas which John here in no way suggests. 

2 This inconsistency is only apparently 
removed by Diisterdieck’s observation that 
** John regards the blood of the Lord shed at 
His death as something which has a substan- 
tial existence; ” for even if this be correct, yet 
there remains the difference that the water of 


Christian baptism is something at present ex- ~ 


isting, but the blood which Christ shed is only 
regarded as such by John. It is no better 
with the interpretation of Hofmann, who at 
one time describes alwa as ‘the blood of 
Christ shed for remission,” and at another 
time as ‘‘ the sprinkling of blood which Christ 
bestows.”’ 

® Tt is indeed just this very fact that dis- 
tinguishes Christian baptism from that of 
John, that the former in its nature is not idwp 


& 
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took place after the death of Christ, and necessarily presupposes it, John, if 
he had understood by idwp Christian baptism, would certainly have put édaroc 
not before, but after, aiwaroc. Hilgenfeld and Neander have rightly shown 
that if épyeo#a: dv’ aivutoc signifies something pertaining to the Messiah per- 
sonally, the same must be the case with épyeoGa 6” bdutoc. ‘The connection 
must be the same in both expressions. If by aiva is meant the death which 
Christ underwent, then by idwp can therefore only be meant the baptism 
which He likewise underwent. 


The objection of Knapp (with whom Liicke and Sander agree), that iAgov dv 
bdatoc in this sense is much more appropriately said of John the Baptist than of 
Christ, is untenable, for that.expression may at least just a3 well be used of him 
who allowed himself to be baptized as of him who baptized; Erdmann: sane id 
non alius momenti, ac si quis objiceret, Epyecba ov’ aiuatoc non posse dici de 
Christi sanguine et morte, sed potius de iis, qui cruentam mortem et paraverint. 
There is just as little in the objection of Liicke, that Christ allowed Himself to 
be baptized, not in order to purify Himself, but to fulfil all righteousness; since 
two ideas are here placed in antagonism to one another, which are by no means 
mutually exclusive, as Jesus underwent the baptism of purification just for the 
very purpose of fulfilling all righteousness. 


With regard to the expression éA9dv 6:4, did is not to be separated from 
2A0av, so that o éA6d4y in itself would denote “the Saviour who came,” and dv, 
k.7.A., would state “in what way Jesus is the Saviour who came” (Hofmann, 
in the Schrifibew., second edition, p. 469); for that Christ is called 6 épyouevoc 
(Matt. xi. 4; Luke vii. 19, 20) does not confirm, but contradicts, this inter- 
pretation; besides, John does not here want to bring out how Jesus is the: 
Messiah, but that He is so. The preposition da has been differently 
explained: usually it is here taken simply in the sense of accompaniment, 
which, however, is unjustifiable; in this commentary, with reference to 
Heb. ix. 12 (where it is indicated by &a@ that the high priest entered into 
the holy place by means of the blood which he had with him), the idea of 
instrumentality is combined with that of accompaniment, inasmuch as 
Jesus operated as mediator by means of tdwp cai aiua; similarly Brickner 
explains da as a preposition of instrumentality, namely, in the passive 
sense, as “by which he was proved;” did, however, is here connected 
neither with an idea of operation nor of verification, but with éA90v. 

‘Weiss takes the preposition in this way, that tdwp x. aiua are thereby 
“introduced as historical elements of the life of Christ, through which His 
career passed,” but it might be more suitable to interpret 6’ #0., «.7.A., in 
this way, that thereby the elements are brought out by which the éAov was 
specially characterized; just as in 2 Cor. v. 7, by sa miorewe the feature is 
mentioned by which our present meperareiv is characterized ; comp. also Rom. 
viii. 24: dv dropovae dmexdexoueba, and Heb. xii. 1; Braune simply abides by 


as the latter is, as John the Baptist himself, was described by him as 6 Bamrigwy év mvev- 
marking his difference from Christ, said: ¢yw ware ayém (John i. 33). 
Bantigw év vdaT (John i. 26), whereas Jesus 
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the idea of instrumentality, without further explaining himself on the 
subject... The question, whether ovroc refers to ’Ijooig or to 4 vide rod sod, is 
to be answered in this way, that it refers to the whole idea: "Inooi¢ 6 vid¢ tod 
Geod; Jesus, the Son of God, is the subject of Christian faith; it is He who 
came by water and blood. In favor of this reference is the addition ’Inooi¢ 
6 Xpioréc, which, as "Incoic shows, is not an explanatory apposition of the 
predicate (“He who came by water and blood,” i.e., Christ), but is in 
apposition to the subject oiroc, which is more particularly defined by the 
predicate; the preceding ‘Inoot¢ 6 vide rod Oecd is thereby resumed, but in this 
way, that in consequence of 6 é0dv, «.7.4., the idea 6 vide rod Osot is changed 
into 6 Xpioréc. —The import of the preceding lies, as cannot be doubted, 
simply in the statement which is therein contained; Ebrard, indeed, thinks 
that the apostle wants thereby to express “that in the loving and merciful 
act of the devotion of Jesus to death lies the power by which He has 
overcome the world;” but although in the preceding the victory over the 
world is ascribed to the belief that Jesus is the Son of God, yet it is not to 
be inferred from this that it is Christ’s victory over the world that is the 
subject here, as John does not make the most remote suggestion of that. — 
By the words: ob« év TO bdaTL “Ovov GAA’ év TO bdaTL Kal TO aivatt, 
the apostle brings out with special emphasis the fact that Jesus did not 
come by water only, but by both water and blood; as the latter two, in their | 
combination, are contrasted with the former one, the principal emphasis 
plainly falls on the blood, as that by which the Mediator as such has 
operated. This emphasis is not intended for the purpose of indicating the 
difference between Jesus and John the Baptist (Liicke, De Wette, Diister- 
dieck, Ebrard); for, on the one hand, it is self-evident to Christians that 
Jesus would not be the mediator if He had not acted differently from John; 
and, on the other hand, the feature which distinguishes Jesus from John in 
regard to baptism is this, that the latter baptized with water, but the former 
baptizes with the Holy Ghost.1 The addition has a polemic import (not 
against “disciples of John,” Ewald, but) against the Docetans, who in a 
certain sense indeed taught that Christ came &’ idaroc, but denied that He 
came 6 aiuatoc, inasmuch as, according to their heresy, Christ united 
Himself with Jesus at His baptism, but separated from Him again before 
His death (Erdmann, Myrberg, Weiss, Braune); indeed, it is only by the 
reference to these heretics, against whom the apostle frequently directs a 
polemic in the Epistle, that the whole section from ver. 6 to ver. 12 can be. 
explained. — With regard to grammar, it is to be observed that povoy is not 
connected with ob, but with édar, and therefore there can be no xa after 
dad, Which is not observed by A. Buttmann (p. 817 [E. T., 369 f£.]). The 


1 Erdmann has rightly pointed out that the 
view, according to which véwp is understood 
of the baptism instituted by Christ, is opposed 
to the idea that the addition refers to John the 
Baptist; this antagonism can only be removed 
if we explain the idea téwp in the principal 
clause differently from its meaning in this 


subordinate clause, in the former of a baptism 
which was not merely a baptism of water, but 
also of the Spirit, but in the latter of a baptism 
which is only a baptism of water; but that 
would be an interpretation which condemns 
itself. 
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preposition é¢v simply expresses the idea of accompaniment without bringing 
out the accessory notion which lies in &4; comp. Heb. ix. 12 and 25. — The 
definite article before dav and aiwam is explained by the fact that both have 
been already mentioned. Bengel, correctly: Articulus habet vim relativam. — 
kal 70 mveiud got 1d uapropody]. Just as in regard to $dwp and aiua, so in 
regard to mvedya, the views of commentators vary very much. The following 
opinions are to be rejected as utterly arbitrary: (1) that it denotes the 
psychical element, which, with aiva and idwp as the physical elements, con- 
stituted the human nature of Christ (Wetstein); (2) that it is the spirit 
which Christ at His death committed into His Father’s hands (Augustine, 
etc.); (3) that it means “the teaching of Jesus” (Carpzovius); (4) that 
7d mvedua iS = 6 mvevuatinxdc, Whereby John means himself (Ziegler, Stroth). 
By 76 mvedua can only be understood either the Holy Ghost Himself or the 
spiritual life produced by Him in bkelievers.!_ Against the latter view there 
are, however, two reasons, —(1) that 1d mvetua never has this meaning 
without a more particular definition indicating it; and (2) that the 7rd 
uaprupoiv, which is added, here defines the rveiua as something specifically 
different from the subjective life of man. We must therefore understand by 
it the objective Spirit of God, yet not, however, inasmuch as He descended 
on Christ at His baptism, and testified to Him as the Messiah, nor inasmuch 
as He was in Christ as the divine power which manifested itself in His 
miracles,? but (as most commentators correctly interpret) the Holy Ghost, 
whom Christ sent to His disciples at Pentecost, and who is the permanent 
possession of His Church. The predicate éor? 73 paprepoiy is not put for 
uaptupe: or for éo7 uaprupovv; here also the article must not be overlooked; 
76 waptupovv is a nominal idea, and, moreover, not adjectival, but substantive: 
“the Spirit is the witness” (Liicke). The office of witnessing belongs 
essentially to the Holy Ghost; comp. John xy. 26.8— As the apostle con- 
tinues: Gre rd mrebud gore f dARbeva, he seems thereby to state the object of 
uaprupeiv;* but this view is opposed to the whole context, according . to 
which the apostle does not want to bring out that the Spirit is truth, but 
“that Jesus the Son of God is the Christ.” Therefore 67 here must, with 
Gerhard, Calovius, and most modern commentators (De Wette, Liicke, 


1 Sander is very uncertain in his explana- 
tion of ro mvedmua; first he explains it by ‘‘ the 
conversion of man accomplished by the com. 
munication of the Holy Ghost,’ but then he 
puts instead of this, without further explana- 
tion: ‘‘ those who are born of the Spirit” (!). 

2 Grotius understands by 7d mvedua even 
the miracles themselves: ‘‘admiranda ejus 
opera a virtute divina manifeste proceden- 
tia.” 

8 The assertion of Ebrard, that John in 
these words shows ‘how and how far our 
faith in Christ, in consequence of the fact that 
Christ bears in Himself the power that over- 
comes the world, is itself an overcoming 
power,” and that maprupe therefore ‘‘ must 
denote an act which is in substance identical 


with the act of overcoming the world,” is 
simply to be rejected. 

4 In connection with this view, Luther takes 
70 mvevma in a different sense from that in the 
principal sentence, namely, as ‘the word 
which has saved us by baptism and by blood,” 
and of which the Spirit bears witness that 1t 
proceeds from the Spirit of truth, and is the 
truth itself; Besser distinguishes ro wv. in the 
principal clause from the rv. in the subordinate 
clause, in that he understands by the former 
“the Spirit bearing witness to the heart of 
believers,” and by the latter ‘‘ the Spirit domi- 
nating in the sacraments and in the word.” 
Ebrard interprets ; ‘‘ the Spirit evidences itself 
. . + by ity power;” clearly the words “ by its 
power ”’ are a pure importation. 
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Diisterdieck, Erdmann, Myrberg, Braune), be taken as causal particle, so 
that the subordinate clause serves to strengthen the preceding thought. It 
is because the Spirit is the truth, that the Spirit is the witness in the fullest 
sense of the word. — To interpret 47 4470e¢a = ddAndéc (Grotius) is to weaken 
the thought; by the definite article the idea dade is indicated in its full 
concrete vividness; comp. John xiv. 6, where Christ calls Himself 7 daqjdea. 
Weiss calls attention to the way in which this designation proves the person- 
ality of the Spirit, inasmuch as “the truth is the nature of God Himself 
made manifest.” — The object which is to be supplied with 7d uaprupotv can 
be no other than the thought which John has previously expressed in the 
first half of the verse. 

Ver. 7. By means of the witness of the Spirit, water and blood also 
attain to the position of witnesses. As such John now adduces them in 
connection with the Spirit, in order by the weight of this threefold witness 
to confirm the truth that the Son of God, who is identical with Jesus, is 
the Messiah. — The ér which begins the verse means neither “jam vero” 
(Grotius, Caloy.), nor “hence” (Meyer), nor “consequently ” (Baumgarten- 
Crusius), but “for.” This connection with the foregoing is explained by 
the fact that the truth of the testimony of the Holy Ghost (who is the truth 
itself) is strengthened by the circumstance that it is not He alone that bears 
witness, but that with Him the water and the blood bear witness also, as 
the two elements by means of which the atonement took place (similarly 
Liicke).1_ De Wette unnecessarily supplies: “and, humanly considered, the 
witness is also true, for.” Paulus connects ver. 9, as consequent, with this 
verse as antecedent: “because there are three, etc., then, if, etc., the 
witness of God is much greater.” This construction, which is contrary to 
the style of John, is the more to be rejected as an erroneous idea arises 
from it. — tpeic eiotv of uaptupotivtec]. The masculine is used because the 
three that are mentioned are regarded as concrete witnesses (Liicke, etc.), 
but not because they are “types of men representing these three ” (Bengel),? 
or symbols of the Trinity (as they are interpreted in the Scholion of Mat- 
thaei, p. 1388, mentioned in the critical notes). It is uncertain whether 
John brings out this triplicity of witnesses with reference to the well-known 
legal rule, Deut. xvii. 6, xix. 15, Matt. xviii. 16, ete., as several commenta- 
tors suppose. It is not to be deduced from the present, that tdwp and aiua 
are things still at present existing, and hence the sacraments; for by means 
of the witness of the Spirit the whole redemptive life of Christ is perma- 
nently present, so that the baptism and death of Jesus — although belonging 
to the past — prove Him constantly to be the Messiah who makes atone- 
ment for the world (so also Braune). The participle of waptupodvres, 


1 Tn ver. 6 it was said that the witnessing 
Spirit is the truth, and hence it is implied that, 
to prove that Jesus is the Christ, the Spirit 
unites with the water and blood, as the testi- 
mony of the truth. As John now assumes this 
conclusion from yer. 6, he adds, passing on to 
another subordinate conjirmatory proof: for,” 
etc. 


2 Tropum... Ap. adhibet ... ut hoc dicat: 
tria sunt genera hominum, qui ministerio 
testandi in terra funguntur: (1) illud... 
genus testium, quod praeconio evangelii vacat ; 
(2) illud gen. test., quod baptismum adminis- 
trat, ut Johanues baptista et caeteri; (3) illud 
gen. test., quod passionem et mortem Domini 
spectavit et celebrat. 
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instead of the substantive oi uéprupec, emphasizes more strongly the activity 
of the witnessing. —7d nvedua Kal Td bdwp Kat 76 aia]. All these three 
expressions have here, of course, the same meaning as previously.! — xa? 
ol tpei¢ ei¢ 7d & eiow]. Luther, inaccurately: “and these three are one;” 7d & 
is the one specific object of the witness; “the three are directed to this one,” 
namely, in their thus unanimous witness. Storr, inaccurately: “they serve 
one cause, they promote one and the same object, namely, the object 
previously mentioned (v. 1, 5).” 


REMARK. — According to the Rec., after of waptvpotvtes appear the words év 

TO obpav@ . . . of uaptupodvtec év TH yq (see the critical notes). Luther says in 
reference to them: ‘‘ It appears as if this verse was inserted by the orthodox 
against the Arians, which, however, cannot suitably be done, because both here 
and there he speaks not of witnesses in heaven, but of witnesses on earth.’’ 
With this most modern commentators agree, evith the exception of Besser and 
Sander. It is true, that, if we consider the contents of the whole Epistle, the 
idea of the three witnesses in heaven may be brought into connection with 
something or other that appears in the Epistle; but it does not follow from this 
that that idea has here a suitable, or even a necessary, place. This plainly is 
not the case, so much the more, as neither in what follows, nor in what imme- 
diately precedes, with which ver. 7 is closely connected by 67, is there the 
slightest reference to such a witness of the Trinity. There are clear and intelli- 
gible grounds in the foregoing for adducing the three witnesses rveiyua, tdwp, 
aia, but not for adducing the three witnesses 6 maryp, 6 Adyoc, Td Tveiua yw; 
this trinity appears quite unprepared for; but the sequel is also opposed to it, 
for it makes it unintelligible what witness is meant by the puaprupia tod Geo, 
ver. 9, whether that of the three in heaven, or that of the three on earth. — To 
this it may be added that these two different classes of witnesses appear together 
_ quite unconnected; it is said, indeed, that these three witnesses agree in one, 
but not in what relationship the two threes stand to one another. — Besides, 
however, the idea in itself is utterly obscure; for what are we to understand by 
a witness in heaven? Bengel, it is true (with whom Sander agrees), says: 
“non fertur testimonium in coelo, sed in terra: qui autem testantur, sunt in 
terra, sunt in coelo; i.e., illi sunt naturae terrestris et humanae, hi autem 
naturae divinae et gloriosae.’’ How untenable, however, this is, is shown, on 
the one hand, in the fact that év 7 obpav@ does not belong to e/ow, but rather to 
paptupodvrec, and the text therefore does not speak of being, but of bearing 
witness, in heaven ; and, on the other hand, in the fact that according to it the 


1 Weiss erroneously refers the witness of 
the baptism here to that which was given at 
the baptism of Christ, and the witness of the 
~ death to that which was given at the outflow- 
ing of His blood. — It is not by what happened 
in connection with them, but in themselves, 
that tdwp and aiva are the paprvpovvtes. — 
According to Ebrard, téwp here “is the bap- 
tism of water instituted by Christ, as an ex- 
ternal institution, . . . as the representation of 
every means of grace to be administered by 
men, above all in its connection with the 
preaching of the word;” and aiya is “ the 


blood of Christ, i.e., His atoning death,... 
not, however, the blood of Christ alone, but 
also the power of the blood of the testimony, 
which is shed from time to time by His disci- 
ples for the sake of confessing Jesus.” To 
this Ebrard further adds: ‘‘ we may say that 
in the water of baptism is embodied the con- 
fession which by its firmness overcomes the 
lie, and in the blood of testimony that love 
which by patience overcomes the power of the 
flesh.” This interpretation needs no refuta- 
tion. : 
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rvetua which is connected with idwp and aiua must be regarded as something 
earthly and human. —There is further the un-Johannean character of the 
diction, as by John 6 Oe6¢ and 6 Adyos, and similarly o maTnp and 6 vids, are 
certainly conjoined, but never 6 tatg#p and 6 Adyoc, Sander avails himself of 
the assumption, which is certainly very easy, of a dag Aeyouevorv; but this is here 
unwarrantable, for those ideas are so frequently occurring in John, and that 
mode of conjunction is not accidental, but is grounded on the nature of the 
case. We see that the interpolator wrote A6yo¢, because this suggested itself to 
him as a genuine Johannean expression, without reflecting that its connection 
with ta7#p isun-Johannean. Finally, the cai obra: of rpeic év eiou is also strange. 
Bengel interprets: unum sunt essentia, notitia, voluntate, atque adeo consensu 
testimonii. Bengel with justice puts the essentiality first, for it is just this that — 
is denoted by the expression; but just this is unsuitable here, where the 
subject rather is the unity of the witness. 


Ver. 9 brings out the greatness of the witness of God, and our obligation 
to accept it. The two clauses which are here connected with one another 
do not perfectly correspond in form; for in the antecedent clause the idea 
that corresponds to the pei{wv of the consequent clause is not expressed, nor 
in the consequent clause the idea that corresponds to the AauBavouev of the 
antecedent. The sentence, if completed, would run: If we receive the wit- 
ness of men because it is of some value, much more must we receive the 
witness of God, as it has a much greater value (comp. A. Buttm., p. 338). 
The sentence contains a conclusion ex minore ad majus. The conjunction <i, 
as frequently, is not dubitative. — Briickner justly says, in opposition to 
Baur: “The witness of men is only alluded to on the side of its judicial 
value; there is not assumed to be in it an import which would be equal to 
that of the witness of God by water and blood and spirit.” !— 4 yaprupia tod 
God is here used quite generally; the more particular definition is only given 
by the sequel (so also Diisterdieck). —ér: abty éortv 7 waprupia tod Ocod]. With 
ér. it seems necessary to supply a thought to which it refers; Liicke supplies 
the thought: “if we accept the witness of God, we must believe that Jesus 
is the Christ, the Son of God;” Diisterdieck, with whom Braune agrees: “a 
witness of God now really exists, namely this . . .;” but such-a supplement 
is not necessary if we suppose that the clause beginning with ér is intended 
to give the reason of the contrast of the human and of the divine witness 
which here appears, in this sense: “I say, # waprupia rod Oecd, for . . .”—In 
the reading, rv (instead of jv) weuaptipyKe wept tod viod abtov, which 
is attested by the best manuscripts, this second 67 may be taken as causal 
particle, in which case abry would be referred to the witness spoken of in 
vy. 6 and 7, in this sense: “for this is the witness of God, since He has 
testified (it) of His Son;” but the want of an aitéc before weuaptipynke iS an 
obstacle to this view; it is therefore better to interpret 67 by “that,”and to 
refer airn to this sentence which begins with ér: (Liicke, Erdmann, Diister- 
dieck, Myrberg, Ebrard, Ewald, Briickner, Braune), so that the sense is: 


1 It is quite erroneous for Storr to understand by the witness of men specially the witness of 
John the Baptist. 
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for this is (therein consists) the witness of God, that He has testified of His 
Son. By this witness we are to understand no other than that which was 
spoken of in the preceding, namely, the objective witness of the Spirit, not 
the internal witness, of which the apostle does not speak until afterwards 
(contrary to Diisterdieck), but still less, as Ebrard interprets, the witness 
in John i. 83. — With the reading 4, airy must be referred back to the pre- 
ceding; the sense then is: “for that (vv. 6 and 7) is the witness of God 
which He has testified of His Son.” 1—The perfect pexapripnxe is here to be 
taken in the same way as John frequently uses the perfect, namely, in this 
way, that the witness which God has given is to be regarded as permanently 
remaining. 

Ver. 10. God’s testimony of His Son has for its object faith in the Son 
of God. Hence, “ He that believeth on the Son hath the witness in himself.’? — 
THv waptupiar, 1.€., the witness of God which was previously spoken of ; éyee év 
éav7®, 1.e., the witness is no longer merely external to him, but by virtue of 
his faith he has it in (not as Luther translates, “ with”) himself; the external 
has become internal to him. This thought forms the transition to that con- 
tained in ver.11. The believer, namely, has the objective witness in himself, 
inasmuch as he experiences in his soul the power of the truth attested by 
God; yet ry waptypiav must not here be understood —as in ver. 11—of this 
operation itself (contrary to Diisterdieck). In the interpretation, “he ac- 
cepts the witness,” —for which, corresponding to the éye, it should at least 
be put, “he has accepted it,” —the preposition év does not receive due justice. 
—In the following negative sentence, by which the thought expressed is 
strengthened and extended, we must supply with 76 Oe@ (instead of which 
7® vio is not to be read), “rd peuaptupnkdre.” —pevornv meToinker avrov, see chap. 
i. 10. In his unbelief, the witness of God is regarded by him as a lie, and 
God, who has given it, therefore as a liar.— This thought is confirmed by 
the following words: “for he believeth not (has not become a believer) in the 
record which God has given (as a permanent record) of His Son.” — With the 
participle morejwv, which describes a general class (not a single particular 
individual), u@ is used; but with the finite verb mericrevxev it is ob, because 
thereby the moretev of those that belong to that class is exactly and directly 
denied (comp. chap. ii. 4, iii. 10, 14, iv. 8).? 

Ver. 11 states in what way that witness of God shows itself as internal 
to the believer; to him who, by believing, has the objective witness of God 
in himself, it is no longer purely objective, but he experiences it in himself 
as a divine power, or as the (w7 aidvoc which God has given him.? Hence 


1 Liicke erroneously thinks that with the 
reading yv there results only an imperfect 
sense, when he says, ‘‘the witness of God, 
which He has testified, consists —in what?” 
This appearance of incompleteness disappears, 
however, as soon as avty is referred to the 
preceding. 

2 It is different in John iii. 18, where ore 
bw wemiotevcev follows 0 «7H moTEVwv, but as 
the reason for 46 xéxpitar, and where, there- 
fore, it is considered as the reason of the con- 


demnation operating in the mind of the judge; 
differently Winer, p. 441 ff. [E. T., 474]. The 
distinction lies in this, that by Wevorhv memocy- 
kev avtov it is an act of the subject, but by 
xéxpitae the action of the judge (i.e., of God), 
that is indicated. 

8 According to Braune, by 67: the import 
of the record is meant to be stated; but then 
John would be speaking of a different record 
from that which he mentioned before. 
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the apostle says: “And this is the record, 6tt Conv aidviov Edaxev Hutv_o 
Oedc.’? With guiv, roic mentotevxdow is to be mentally supplied. — (uy aidviog 
is not “the hope of eternal life” (Bede: dedit nobis vitam aeternam, sed adhue 
in terra peregrinantibus IN SPE, quam daturus est in coelis ad se pervenientibus 
IN RE), but it is this itself, the divine life, of which the believer is even here 
a partaker; what the believer hopes for, that he has already. — (ui aidvidv, 
as the principal idea, is put first. — édwxev means, “he gave ;” it is not = pro- 
misit (Socinus), nor does it express merely the firmitatem et certitudinem promissi- 
onis divinae (a Lapide). — Myrberg incorrectly finds the import of the yaprupla 
of God stated in é7, «.7,2., Which is in opposition to the context. The second 
part of the verse, xa? airy 7 wi év TH vid aitod éorev, Which is not dependent on 
érc (Baumgarten-Crusius), but forms a co-ordinate principal clause, gives'a 
further explanation in regard to Go¥ alévoc. Several commentators find this 
thought expressed in these words, that we possess the (w# aidév. in the Son, ie., 
in fellowship with the Son: but this the words do not say; they rather state 
where the fa aiév., which God gave to believers, had its original place, 
namely, in the Son; comp. John i. 4. Frommann (p. 405): ‘‘the eternal 
life of which the Christian is by faith a partaker is one with the life that 
dwells in Christ” (so also Diisterdieck, etc.). Braune incorrectly separates 
airn from 7 wy, as he puts éoriv between them in the thought, and refers airy 
to the idea aiéwoc: “and this . . . namely, aidvioc . . . is the life,” etc. 

Ver. 12 states the inference from the immediately preceding thought. 
If the (w7 is originally in the Son, then he who has the Son has with him 
also the (u7. With 6 éywv rdv viédv, comp. chap. ii. 23. Changing and 
weakening the sense, Grotius puts for rdv vidy: verba illa quae Pater Filio 
mandavit; even éye tiv Conv he erroneously explains by jus certum ad vitam 
aeternam. Whilst John in the first clause says simply rdv viéy, in the second 
he adds rod Ocod; on this Bengel remarks: habet versus duo cola; in priore 
non additur Det, nam jfideles norunt Filium ; in altero additur, ut demum sciant 
Jideles, quanti sit, non habere. 

Ver. 13. Many commentators (Lorinus, Spener, Bengel, Rickli, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Liicke, Sander, Diisterdieck, Braune) make the conclusion 
of the Epistle begin with this verse (“a sort of concluding section,” Ebrard), 
referring raira to the whole Epistle. This, however, is incorrect. That 
this verse also belongs to the last leading section beginning at iii. 23, is 
shown not only by the idea GwAv aidwov, which refers to what immediately 
precedes, but also by the idea moredew ei¢ 7d dvoua Tod viod Tod Oeod, Which refers 
back to iii. 23; besides, it is to be observed that the following sentences, 
vv. 14 and 16, correspond to the thought with which the preceding leading 
section ended; comp. iii. 21, 22. Accordingly, raira is not to be referred to 
the whole Epistle, but to the last section, vv. 6-12 (Briickner), which reaches 
its climax in the thought, 6 éywv rov vidy Eyer rv Gory; comp. ii. 1, 21, 26. In 
the words iva eidjre, bre Gump éxere aldviov, John states the object for which he 
wrote that which is contained in the foregoing. The certainty of the life 
which is bestowed on him is so much the more necessary to the Christian’s 
mind, as this ‘is sometimes hidden from him in the struggles of life—the 
life is there, but at times like a hidden treasure. That the possession of 
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this life, however, is conditioned by faith, the apostle brings out especially 
by an additional clause, which indeed runs differently in the different codices 
(see the critical remarks), but in its different forms expresses essentially the 
same thought; according to the probable reading, it is connected with tyiv; 
according to A, eae with éyere. The second clause in the Rec., xa? iva 
mioteinre ic Td 6voua Tov viod Tod Ocod, indicates as the second object the adher- 
ence to faith; with the phrase, moretevv ei¢ 7d 6voua, comp. chap. iii. 23. 

Ver 14, as the preliminary «ai shows, is not the beginning of a new sec- 
tion (contrary to De Wette); but the thought expressed here is in close 
connection with the foregoing, inasmuch as Ne mappynoia is an essential ele- 
ment of the (wy aidvoc. As in chap. ili. 21, 22, so here also, rappycia is the 
confidence which the believer experiences in the certainty that his prayer is 
heard. —.abrn éoriv 7 mappyoia does not mean, “hence arises also a happy 
spirit” (Ziegler), but “herein consists the confidence” (De Wette). —jv éyouev 
mpo¢ adtov]. abrov does not refer to the Son, but to God; though God is not 
previously mentioned as the subject, yet He is nevertheless considered as 
the principal subject, as the One who gives life through the Son. — 67]. 
Liicke (with whom Ebrard agrees, with the incorrect remark that 67 does not 
depend on atry, but simply on rappyoia) supplies before 67: “that we have 
the confidence; ” but the concise thought of the apostle is thereby weakened, 
and besides the rafpnoia is itself this confidence (Diisterdieck). — éév 71 aité- 
peda Kata 7d GéAnua avrov}]. By means of xara rt. 0éA. abrod, i.e., rod Ozod, prayer 
is more par aes defined as to its substance and character. — dkoie quar]. 
In chap. iii. 22 it is put instead of this, AquBdavouev an’ abrod, — dxoverv includes 
the idea of g eas which, however, is not brought definitely out until the 
following verse. 

Ver. 15. kai fav oidauev. By the indicative after éav (see on this, Winer, 
p- 277 [E. T., 295]; Al. Buttmann, p. 191 ff. [E. T., 223]) this knowledge 
is emphasized as something undoubtedly belonging to the believer; differ- 
ently ver. 16: éay ruc tidy. — bre dkover qudr, 6 édy (dv) aitéueba]. Resumption of 
what was previously stated. — oidayev, 67, «.7.A.]. In the certainty that God 
hears us lies also the certainty, dri éyouev ra aitiuara & ArpKapev Gn’ (rap’) abrod. 
— éxouev is neither = AauBavouer, nor 1s the present put for the future (Grotius); 
the present is rather to be kept in its proper meaning; the believer always 
has that for which he has asked God (xara 7d béAnua avrot); he has God, and 
in Him all things. — 7rd aitqjuara are the res. petitae (Lorinus). — dm’ airoi 
from its position is not to be connected with éyouev, but with ijrAxawev; comp. 
Matt. xx. 20; Acts iii. 2; differently chap. ili. 22: AawBdvouev an’ adrod. 

Ver. 16. The apostle applies the general thought expressed in ver. 15 to 
_@ particular case, namely, to a prayer for one’s brother when one sees him 
committing sin. — éév ric idy Tov adeAgdv abrot]. By éév with the subjunctive 
the possibility is simply stated. By ddeAgdc we are to understand, according 
to the usus loquendi of the Epistle, not the neighbor in general (Calovius), 
but the Christian brother (airod), not exactly the “regenerate ” (Diisterdieck); 
Ebrard, erroneously: “first of all, members of the Christian Church, yet 
without excluding those who are not Christians.” — duapravoyta dapriav ph 
mpoc¢ Oavarov]. The phrase duapravery duapriay is stronger and more ex- 
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pressive than rovety dyaptiav. — The sort of duapria is more particularly 
defined by the addition yi mpd Odvarov. The negative uA (instead of which 
od is used in ver. 17) is explained by the fact that the idea is regarded as 
dependent on day tic idy (comp. Winer, p. 442 [E. T., 475]). The apostle 
distinguishes between the dyapria ob mpdc Oavarov and the dpuapria 
mpd¢ davatov, What sin is to be understood by the latter? The idea 
nan) NOM, LXX.: duapria davarnddpoc, is found already in the O. T., Num. 
xviii. 22, whence the Rabbis distinguish between 7N"N9 MNvN and so mon 
nnn (Schoettgen, Hor. Hebr.); in accordance with this, as Schoettgen 
also interprets, the dyapria xpdc 0avarov would be that sin to which the Mosaic 
law assigned the punishment of death, as idolatry, adultery, etc.: but even 
if that Old-Testament definition is the basis of John’s expression, yet it does 
not follow that he used the idea in the same sense; @dvatoc may here, as dis- 
tinguished from (uf (kat déce abt Gur), not mean bodily death. For this 
reason alone, therefore, the explanation of Morus and S. G. Lange is to be 
rejected, according to which that sort of sin is meant which is punished by 
the authorities with death or with other severe punishments (!), even apart 
from the fact that it makes the prayer of the Christian dependent on the 
penal decrees of civil law. But the opinion of Zachariae, Michaelis, and 
Linder (in the Zeitschrift fiir d. luth. Theol. of Rudelbach and Guericke, 
vol. iv., 1862), that here, as in Jas. v. 14 ff., it is those who are in bodily 
sickness that are spoken of, and that such sin is meant as God punishes with 
deadly sickness or sudden death, is for the same reason unfounded.!— If 
Gavatoc is not bodily death, then by mpdc @évarov the period to which the sin 
lasts cannot either be meant. — With reference to the ecclesiastical disci- 
pline exercised in the Church, the older Catholic theologians especially 
understood by the du. mp. 6av., without further comment, all those sins which 
were punished by the punishment of excommunication. But even if the 
Church had always punished in that way the sin which John here has in 
view, yet that expression could not be explained by that practice. — As 
@avaroc is not bodily death, it is only spzritual death or damnation that can be 
meant by it; du. xpd¢ @dvarov is therefore the sin which leads to damnation. 
But what sin is this? It is much too general to regard every grievous trans- 
gression as such. As Christ Himself refuses forgiveness absolutely only to 
one sin, the commentators who assent to the above view find themselves 
driven to an arbitrary weakening of xpdc dévarov; so Ambrosius (Lib. de 
Poenit.), when he says: quodvis peccatum gravissimum, quod v1x remittitur , 
and still more strangely, a Lapide: peccatum quodvis gravissimum, quod . . . 
Justa legem communem per gratiam, quam Deus ORDINARIE dare solet, est quasi 
immedicabile, incorrigibile et insanabile. It is more correct, indeed, to regard 


1 Linder, it is true, remarks against this xi. 30. The appeal to Jas. v. 14 ff. is so much 
that a new section begins with ver. 13, but the more inappropriate, as John here in no 
even in that verse ¢wy is used in the spiritual way suggests that he is speaking of those who 
sense. The above view is also opposed by the are in bodily sickness. It is therefore quite 
fact that it assumes in John the opinion that arbitrary for Linder to interpret kai décee 
deadly sickness or sudden death is always di- ate Cwnv: “God will grant to him pardon 
vine punishment for a special sin, which can and recovery.” 
neither be justified by Acts v, nor by 1 Cor. 
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it as sin which is not repented of, and to find the characteristic of the dj. mp. 
av. in the impenitence of the sinner who will give heed to no exhortation 
(Grotius, Socinus, etc.); but even this cannot be the feature which John 
here has specially in view, because at the time of the commitment of a sin 
it cannot be decided whether it will be repented of or not. John must mean 
a duapria, which in itself is characterized as a duapria mpdc Oavarov. Many com- 
mentators accordingly fix the meaning of it on a single particular sin; thus 
Tertullian, who understands by it, moechia post baptismum commissa; Bede, 
who, following the precedent of Augustine, understands by it the peccatum 
invidentiae, quo quis invidet fratri gratiam, virtutem et salutem, but then we do 
not see why John did not specifically and definitely mention this particular 
sin. We might therefore agree with those who take duapria here as the 
description of a state, as Bengel, who thus interprets: talis status, in quo 
Jides et amor et spes, in summa, vita nova exstincta est; but this is opposed by 
the apostle’s mode of expression, which plainly refers to a sinful deed, and 
not to a state. Though, on the one hand, a single sin cannot be meant 
(Calvin: non est partialis lapsus, nec praecepti unius transgressio), yet we must 
only think of a whole species of sins, or better, of such sinning as is charac- 
terized not by the object with which it is connected, but by the disposition 
from which it proceeds. For the further definition it is to be observed, as 
Liicke with justice points out, that it can “only bea class of sins of Chris- 
tians, and not of those who are not Christians,” that is spoken of, and that 
“the distinction between the sin unto death, and sin that is not unto death, 
must be capable of being known.” It is true, every sin can be called a 
duapria mpd¢ Oavarov, inasmuch as it tends in the direction of dévaroc, but every 
sin does not znfallibly lead to @avatoc: so long as along with the dyapria there 
still exists an éyew rdv vidvy (vv. 11 and 12), the sinning Christian is still in 
fellowship with the alua ’Ijcot Xpiotod which cleanses him dd mdon¢ dyaprtiac 
(chap i. 7); and so long as he has a mapaxAnroc mpdc tov matépa, namely, Jesus 
Christ the righteous (chap. ii. 1), sin does not deprive him of the fo% aidvoc, 
‘and is not therefore duapria mpd¢ Oavarov; this it only is when it involves 
an actual falling away from Christ; De Wette and Liicke therefore rightly 
say that the sin unto death is the sin by which the Christian falls back 
again from the Christian’s («7 into the 6avarog (comp. also Hofmann, 
Schrifibew., II. 2, p. 840), only it is not exactly the falling away itself that is 
to be understood, for this is an internal act which, as such, is invisible,? but 
rather the sinful conduct by which the internal loss of life with Christ 
externally operates and reveals itself (so also Braune).® It is incorrect of 


. 


1 Augustine (De Serm. Dei in Monte Matt.,- 


lib. i. c. 22, § 73) says: “‘ Peccatum fratris ad 
mortem puto esse, cum post agnitionem Dei 
per gratiam, . . . Jesu Christi quisque oppug- 
nat fraternitatem et adversus ipsam gratiam 
... invidentiae facibus agitatur.”” Yet Augus- 
tine is not consistent in his interpretation; in 
the Retractations he adds further: ‘‘si in hac 
perversitate finierit vitam;” in his work, De 
Corrept. et Gratia, c. 12, § 35, he explains the 


idea by ‘‘ fidem, quae per dilectionem operatur, 
deserere wsqgue ad mortem.” 

2 This also contradicts Ebrard’s interpreta- 
tion, according to which the ap. mp. dav. is 
“the act of inward rejection;” although 
Ebrard is correct when he says: “pos Gav, is 
that sort of sinning which has resulted in a 
corruption of the soul, from which the return 
to miorus and gw is no longer possible to him.” 

8 Several commentators, as Calvin, Beza, 
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Diisterdieck (and similarly Ebrard) to understand by the sin unto death the 
antichristian denial that Jesus is the Christ; for if John had meant this, he 
would have expressed it definitely, so much the more as in the Epistle he is 
carrying on a polemic against that antichristianity. Just as little has Myr- 
berg arrived at the correct explanation when on éorwy duapria mpd¢ d@varov he 
remarks: varia genera peccatorum, quae mortem in sensu loci nostri adferant, 
vide enumerata, Gal. vy. 18-21; for although Paul says: 67 ra rovadta mpaooovrec 
Baorrsiav Ocod ob KAnpovougcovow, yet it does not follow from this that no return 
is possible from such sins.—In the face of the apostle’s words the possibility 
of knowing the dyaprévew mpdc dav, cannot be denied, yet it is difficult to dis- 
tinguish amongst the particular concrete manifestations: but, on the one 
hand, the Christian mind which is fitted for the «pict will not decide with- 
out scrupulous examination; and, on the other hand, John himself shows 
by the yw that the decision can at any time be only a subjective one. The 
meaning of the sentence accordingly is: If any man see his brother sin in 
such a way that the sin which he commits does not involve absolute renun- 
ciation of Christ, and therefore does not necessarily bring condemnation 
with it, he shall pray for him.!— airjoe is not to be understood of the united 
prayer of the Church as such (so Neander; Ewald also says: “Christian prayer, 
especially in the consecrated bosom of the Church”), but of every prayer of 
one for another. The future is not exactly used instead of the imperative: 
it rather expresses the certainty that, in the case stated, the Christian will 
pray, but in this there is certainly involved the injunction actually to do it. 
The substance of the prayer is indicated by the following — xa? déoe abtd 
Cwmv denotes the result of the prayer; very many, perhaps most commen- 
tators (Socinus, a Lapide, Lorinus, Grotius, Spener, Lucke, Sander, Erdmann, 
etc.), supply with dace as subject 6 Oedc or 6 aitovuevog (So also Winer, p. 487 
[E. T., 523]; Al Buttm., p. 116 [E. T., 116, note1]); a similar change of 
subject occurs in Acts viii. 6: but considering the close connection of airgoe 
and déce, along with which the similarity of the verbal form is also to be 
noticed, it is preferable, with Jerome, Sander, De Wette-Briickner,? Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Frommann (p. 674), Diisterdieck, Myrberg, Braune, etc., to 
assume the same subject with déce as with airjoes; then the sense is: he that 
prays gives the fw, inasmuch as God grants him his prayer. The idea finds 
its explanation in the fact that every sin brings with it a weakening of the 


Calovius, Heumann, Sander, ete., identify this 
sin with the sin against the Holy Ghost in 
Matt. xii, 31 ff.; certainly the auapria meant 
here is not imaginable without a BAaodypia 
Tov mvevparos; and the BAachdyuia rv. mv, has 
Oavaros as its reward: but the ideas do not 
quite coincide, for (1) the BrAaodypia 7. rv, 
may occur even on the part of non-Christians, 
but it is the sin of the Christian that is spoken 
of here; and (2) the former is completed in 
words (eimety Kata TOU mvEvmaros T. ay.), but 
the au. mp, av. can only consist in further 
action. 

1 When Linder (as above quoted) remarks 


against this explanation, that ‘‘the decision 
whether a sin is a au. mp, 6. or not is objectively 
made by God Himself, and must be cognizable 
in some outward manifestation,” we may reply 
that even the occurrence of bodily death can- 
not be regarded as a certain proof; for even 
though God sometimes ordains it as a punish- 
ment of the sinner, yet it occurs also when it 
is not to be concluded that there is special 
guilt. 

2 Briickner seems, however, to be doubtful, 
as he remarks: “‘if there were only an avrtés, 
or a similar indication! ”’ 
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Gw@; in order that he that sins may not remain in this want, he requires a new 
infusion of life, and this is procured for him by the prayer of his believing 
brother. In addition to this, of course, the confession of his sin, with trust in 
the cleansing power of the blood of Christ (comp. chap. i. 7), is necessary on 
his part; but it is just in this that the blessing of the prayer consists, that he 
receives as the result of it the needful inclination for this.1— rote éuapravovee 
uh mpd¢ Pavaroy] apposition to ait@; the plural serves only for generalization 
(De Wette, Winer, ete.); Bornemann (Bibl. Studien der stchs. Geistlichen, I. 
p. 71; and Alex. Buttm., p. 156 [E. T., 179]) erroneously explains roi¢ duap- 
ravovo: as the dative commodi, referring aire to the person that prays himself. 
By the following words, gor duaptia mpdc dévarov, the apostle brings out that 
there is really a sin unto death, with which he connects the observation, od 
mepl éxeivyc Aéyw iva épwt7oy. Most commentators find in this a prohibition, 
even though mildly expressed, of prayer in reference to the sin unto death; 
but this is not contained here, as Grotius, Hornejus, Besser, Myrberg, Ebrard, 
Briickner, etc., rightly observe; for the negative od does not belong to épw- 
thoy, but to réyw; if the negative was to be referred to the former, it would 
have had to be w#. The sense is: My injunction does not mean (od Agyw) 
that a man is to offer prayer (iva épwrjon) in reference to (mepi) the sin mpdc 
@avarov.2— The words do not express more than this, although it is admitted 
that in the emphasizing of od Aéyw a warning is indicated (similarly Braune): 
John does not want to make a duty of a prayer, to which the certain assur- 
ance of being granted is wanting; he therefore adds this limitation to his 
exhortation to prayer (so also Besser): a formal prohibition would only be 
appropriate if the duapravew mp. dav, were always cognizable as such. It is 
observable that John does not say here airgoy, but épwrjoy; épwrav (lit. “to 
ask”), is a milder idea than aireiy (lit. “to demand”); the apostle warns 
against the épwrdv, and, of course, much more against the more urgent aireiv.3 

Ver. 17. To guard against indifference to transgressions occurring in 
the Christian’s life, the apostle continues: méoa dducia dyapria éori, —dduxia is 
not synonymous with dvouia, chap. ili. 4; for whilst dvouia there serves to 
strengthen the idea dyapria, the idea ddicia is here more particularly defined 
and strengthened by dyapria; ddu«ia, namely, is the character of every offence 
against that which is right, “every breach of duty” (Meyer). Though, on 
the one hand, every such transgression is sin; yet, on the other hand, it 
must be maintained that every sin does not lead to death; hence kad gorw 
duaptia ob mpd¢ Oavarov: kui is not adversative, but serves to emphasize the 


cluded in the united prayer of the Church for 
sinners in general, so that he may not be con- 


1 It is to weaken the thought of the apostle 
if, with Rickli, we find the blessing of the 


prayer only in this, that he who prays is him- 
self led thereby to a right relation toward his 
brother. According to the apostle’s view, the 
prayer rather brings blessing directly to the 
brother, for as James (v.16) says: moAv ioxver 
dénats duxaiov évepyoupéevy. 

2 As Neander thinks that it is only Church 
prayer that is spoken of here, he interprets: 
s6one who sins mpos @avaroy is not to be in- 


firmed in his sin and be led to a false trust in 
the prayer of others;’’ but John in no way 
indicates that he is speaking only of Church 
prayer. 

8 Braune unsuitably says that “ airety im- 
plies conversation; épwrd¢v, on the other hand, 
equalization of him who prays with him whom 
he addresses.” 
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thought. — ob mpdc 6avarov does not belong to gor (Luther: “some sin is not 
to death”), but to duapria: “there is sin not unto death.” 

Ver. 18, it is true, is closely connected with the foregoing, but at the 
same time forms the commencement of the conclusion of the Epistle, which 
is indicated as such by the successive thrice-repeated oidayev (Ebrard), and 
in which the apostle describes the position of believers in brief vigorous 
strokes. — As in vv. 16 and 17 it was admitted that even in Christians ddiuia, 
and hence duapria, still exists, the apostle finds himself compelled to repeat, 
confirmingly, what was said in chap. iii. 6-10, as a truth known to Chris- 
tians (oidayev, in which there does not lie “an appeal to the fact that he has 
already said it,” Ebrard), in order that it may be thoroughly impressed on 
them that all sin is in the sharpest antagonism to their essential principle 
of life. —oldapev; dre mac yeyevvquévoc éx tod Ocod, ovy duapravet]. This appears 
to be in contradiction with what is previously admitted; John does not 
solve the contradiction; many commentators seek to do so by supplying 
mpoc Oavarov as a more particular definition of oby duaprave, or by interpreting 
it of remaining in sin: both are, however, arbitrary; the solution lies rather 
in the fact that the apostle wants simply to emphasize the antagonism 
between being born of God, and sinning. Though sin is still found in the 
life of the believer, who as such is yeyevvnuévoc éx Tor Oeov, yet it is neverthe- 
less foreign to him, opposed to his nature, and in the strength of his faith 
he is ever becoming more and more free from it.1—dA’’ 6 yevvydelc éx row 
Ocov tnpei Eavi6v]. This second clause is not dependent on 67, but is to be 
regarded as an independent sentence (Diisterdieck, Braune). Bengel 
erroneously states the difference between the form 6 yevvydeic and the 
preceding 6 yeyevvyyévoc thus: Praeteritum grandius quiddam sonat, quam 
aoristus: non modo qui magnum in regeneratione gradum assecutus, sed quilibet, 
qui regenitus est, servat se, it is rather the same distinction that occurs here 
as that by which these two verbal forms are generally distinguished; 6 
yevondeic is: “he who was born,” regarded as an historical fact.—In 1 Tim. 
v. 22, dyvov, and in Jas. i. 27, domAov, are put with rypei éavrov as more 
particular definition. It is, however, unnecessary to supply such a predicate 
(De Wette) ; rpei éavrév denotes the self-preservation of the believer in his 
proper character (so also Braune);? the more particular definition results 
from the following: kai 6 movypd¢ ody Grrerae abrod is the result of the Tet 
éavtév; Ebrard, incorrectly: “Satan dare not touch him; God does not 
permit it;” the present simply expresses the fact, but this, according to 
the context, is the case, because the Devil is prevented from drrecta by the 
tnpeiv éavtov Of him who is born of God. With 6 rovnpdc, comp. chap. i. 13. 
By dnrecdu we are to understand touching in order to do harm; Ps. ev. 15, 
LXX. (see Raphelii, Annot. ex Polybio). Compare Jas. iv. 7: gebgeras ag’ 


1 Tt needs no proof, that the thought of the ® It is less suitable to explain rnpeiv éaurév 
apostle is perverted by the explanation of De __ here, with Ebrard =7npetc@au, * to be on guard, 
Wette: ‘the apostle expresses his confidence to take care;” for, in the first place, it is op- 
that the occurrence of the sin unto death, and posed to the wsus loguendi of the N. T. to as- 
of sin in general, cannot often (!) take place in sign this meaning to the word; and, secondly 
the Christian Church.” it is not expressive enough for the context. : 
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éuav. It is true the believer is still tempted by the Devil (comp. 1 Pet. v. 
8, etc.), just as sinful desires still arise in him; but being in his most inner 
nature redeemed from the fellowship of sin, he suffers from these tempta- 
tions no injury to the life that has come to him from God: in the mavoriia 
tod Ocod he is protected against all the pebodeiae rod duaBdaov (Eph. vi. 
a) i. ):% 

Ver. 19 marks the antithesis between believers as being born of God, 
and the kéouoc, as belonging in its whole extent (dAor) to the movnpic; and 
this is done by the apostle vindicating for himself and his readers — who 
are united with him in faith —the eiva éx roi Oeod, —éx rod Ocod touev finds 
its explanation in the preceding: 6 yevvndeic ée rod Oeod. Socinus, incorrectly: 
a Deo pendemus.—kal 6 xéouog 6Aoc, «1... probably as an independent 
sentence, not depending on ér (Diisterdieck). xai is not = dé; it is just the 
connecting «ai that brings out the antithesis which exists between the two 
parts of the verse, still more clearly than if this had been done by an 
adversative particle. 6 xécwoc is here used in the ethical meaning of the 
word, which is peculiar to John. —év 16 movypd keira]. 7 rovnpd is not 
neuter (Socinus, Episcopius, Rickli, Erdmann), but masculine, as is clear 
both from 6 rovnpéc in ver. 18, as also from the antithesis to 6 Osc. — By the 
preceding é« r. Ocod and Luther’s translation of Isa. xlvi. 38, some commen- 
tators have been led erroneously to refer the expression év ,.. xeira to the 
relation of the child to its mother (Spener: “as a child in its mother’s 
womb”); by é it is expressed that the xéoyo¢ is, as it were, surrounded by 
the Devil, i.e., is quite in his power; xetra, stronger than éori, indicates, if 
not, as Liicke thinks, the permanent, yet certainly the passive state (so also 
Braune), and hence the complete domination of the Devil, which is in 
the most pronounced contrast with the preceding: kal 6 movnpdc oby Garetat 
avrov. 

Ver. 20. In conclusion, the apostle indicates whence the elva iv 16 Od 
(the result of the eiva: éx rod Ocod) has come to him and his readers; and he 
does this by expressing it through oidayev as the substance of their Christian 
consciousness. — oidayev dé, drt 6 vide Tob Geos Hee]. The conditioning cause 
of the former is the coming of the Son of God.— The particle dé is here 
used to indicate the antithesis to the immediately preceding thought ; 
Briickner has with justice decided in favor of this reading (contrary to xa? 
oldauev; see the critical notes). —jxe is not = adest (Bengel), but “has 
come;” the reference is to the incarnation of the Son of God.—kxai 
6édukev Auiv dtavotar, iva yivookouerv Tdv GAnoivor]. Still dependent 
on 6r. —The subject of déduxev is not 6 Oede (Bengel), but 6 vide rod O00, as 
the close connection of this clause with that immediately preceding clearly 
shows; 1dv dAqjéwov, on the other hand, is not a description of the Son 
(Bengel), but of God. — By éuivora we are not to understand, with Liicke 
and De Wette, “knowledge,” or even “insight,” but the capability of knowl- 
edge (Diisterdieck, Ebrard), yet in its living activity, hence “the faculty of 


1 Calvin: ‘‘ Utut malignus renatum ad pec- quoniam renatus scuto fidei munitus ea repellit 
catum solicitet, tela tamen illiusirrita cadunt, — et diabolo per fidem resistit.”” 
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knowing.” 1—By ta ywéoxouev, x.7.2., it is neither the purpose, “in order 
that,” nor even the result, “so that,” that is stated, but the object to which 
the davoa is directed, and which it attains. We can only regard iva as the 
particle of purpose, if we unjustifiably understand by duévoia “the spiritual 
disposition ” (contrary to Braune).— The idea ywdoxew is here used with 
the same force as in chap. ii. 4, 5, where it is similarly connected with é 
abt® elvat. By rdv ddnowév God is described, in distinction from all idols, 
especially from the idol which the false teachers made of God, as the true 
God. Calvin: Verum Deum intelligit, non veracem, sed eum qui re vera Deus 
est, ut eum ab idolis omnibus discernat; comp. John xvii. 3? (similarly Liicke, 
De Wette, Neander, Erdmann, Diisterdieck, Myrberg, Ebrard, Braune, etc.). 
He is the true God, who has sent His Son into the world; the coming, of 
Christ has not been ineffectual, but has produced in believers the knowledge 
of God,—a knowledge which is one with being in God. Therefore the 
apostle continues: xaizlouév ev rH dAnowo. These words are not dependent 
on 6 (Vulg.: ef simus), but form an independent sentence. The é@ 76 
danoiva refers back to rdv danéw6v; considering the close connection of the two 
sentences, it must be the same subject, namely God, that is meant by the same 
word (Briickner, Braune); it is arbitrary to understand by rdv dAnduwév God, 
and by 76 dAygvd, on the other hand, Christ, and it is, moreover, forbidden 
by the context, in accordance with which the «a? éovév év TO candid states the 
consequence of the preceding, namely of the fact that the Son of God has 
come and has given to us the capability of knowing the true God.? There- 
fore also the following words, é 7 vid abrod "Inood Xpior@, are not to be 
taken as apposition to é 7 dd. (Weiss), against which even the airod 
testifies, for then it would have to be referred, not to 76 aanoud, but beyond 
it to rdv danowvdv. The additional clause shows in what the eiva: év ro dAnowd 
has its ground and stability (Briickner, Braune): é& is not = per, but 
indicates, as generally in the formula é ‘Ino. Xpioré, the relationship of 
intimate fellowship: the believer is in God, inasmuch as he is in Christ. — 
Before the last warning, connected with this (ver. 21), the apostle expres- 
sively concludes with the statement: odré¢ gativ 6 dAnbivdce cde Kat CoH aidvioc. 
As is well known, views have differed from old times about the meaning of 
ovtoc. While the Arians understand odroc of God, the orthodox refer it to 
the immediately preceding éy r@ vid ’I. Xp., and use this passage as a proof 
of the divinity of the Son. This interpretation remained the prevailing 
one in the Church, even after Erasmus had remarked: “hic est verus Deus” 
referri potest ad Deum verum Patrem qui praecessit; and-against this the 
Socinians, and then Grotius, Wetstein, the English Anti-trinitarians, and 


1 Tt is quite arbitrary, with Semler, to in- 
terpret the idea dudvora = weravowa Kai miotis. 
Paulus lays a special emphasis on dé: “ think- 
ing through (out) in contrast to a vague 
acceptance and thoughtless belief”? (!). 


tained in the idea here, that would be the case 
in John xvii. 3 also. 

3 This explanation is so much the more jus- 
tifiable, as it is to be expected from John, that 
at the close of his Epistle he would express in 


? Baumgarten-Crusius thinks that aAn@. 
means more here than in John xvii. 3, namely, 
‘he who gives a satisfaction, in quo uno ac- 
quiescendum est ;” but if this were really con- 


brief language the highest thing that can be 
said of the life of the believer, and this is the 
elvar év TH Oew (TO aANOLV@). 
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‘the German Rationalists followed the opposite view. It is not to be denied, 
that on both sides the different dogmatic interests did not remain without 
influence on the interpretation, until in more recent times a more unbiassed 
consideration has led the way. Among the latest commentators, Rickli, 
Liicke, De Wette, Neander, Gerlach, Frommann, Diisterdieck, Erdmann, 
Myrberg, even Briickner and Braune (who, however, leave room for doubt), 
similarly Hofmann (Schrifibew., second edition, I., p. 146), Winer (p. 148 
[E. T., 157]), and Al. Buttmann (p. 91 [E. T., 104]), have decided in 
favor of the reference to God; Sander, Besser, Ebrard, Weiss, etc., for the 
reference to the Son. The dispute cannot be settled on grammatical lines, 
for obroc can be referred both to rdv aangwév! and also to ré vid. The addition 
kal Goh aidvoc, seems to support the latter reference; for Christ, in the Gospel 
of John, calls Himself precisely 7 ¢w7, and also in the beginning of this 
Epistle it is the Son of God that is to be understood by 7 fw7 and 4 Gah 4 
aiévoc. The former reference, on the other hand, is supported by the 
expression: 6 dAndwd¢ Osc; for, in the first place, it is more natural to 
understand here the same subject as is previously designated by 6 dAnév6e, 
than any other; and, in the second place, the Father and the Son, God and 
Jesus Christ, are always so definitely distinguished throughout the whole 
Epistle, that it would be strange if, at the close of it, and, moreover, just 
after both subjects have been similarly distinguished immediately before, 
Christ — without further explanation, too — should be described as 6 dAnowie¢ 
@z6c, especially as this designation is never ascribed to the Son in the 
writings of John, definitely though the divinity of the Son is taught in 
them.? To this it may be added, that, after John has brought out as 
the peculiar characteristic of the Christian’s life, of which he partakes in the 
Son of God, the sivas év 7H dAnove, the clause in question has its right 
meaning only if it states who that dAnavéc is, namely that he is the danduvde 
Cede Kat Cam aidvioc. Now, though elsewhere it is only Christ that is called 
exactly 7 ¢w7, yet He has the (a7 — according to His own words, John v. 26 
—only from the Father, who originally has the life in Himself (6 marap tye 
Conv év éavt@), and may therefore be called fw aidviog no less than the Son. 
Besides, it is to be observed that €w7 aid». is here used without the article, 
so that the expression comes under the same category as the expressions: 
6 Os6¢ gore da¢ (i. 5), dyann (iv. 16), mvedua (Gospel of John iv. 24).— The 
objection that “it would be a feeble repetition, after the Father had twice 
been called 6 dAnavéc, again to say: this is the dAndwde Cede” (Ebrard, 


appeal can be made to John i. 1, xx. 28, and 
the passages in the Apocalypse in which the 


1 It lies in the very nature of the case, that 
- odtos may refer to the principal subject, nay, 


that this is the reference most suitable to the 
word: comp. 1 John ii. 22; 2 John 7; Acts iv. 
11, vii. 19. Calvin’s rule, which Sander re- 
peats, is erroneous: “ Pron, demonstr. obtos 
ordinarie, nisi evidenter textus aliud requirat, 
immediate antecedens nomen respicit ac de- 
monstrat. ” 

2 It is only through a superficial considera- 
tion, that, for the refutation of this assertion, 


predicate adnOuvés is ascribed to Christ. — How 
little care is sometimes exercised in the proof 
of the truth that what is stated by John of 
Jesus Christ really proclaims Him as the true 
God, is shown, amongst others, by Schulze, in 
the way in which he appeals on behalf of this 
to John xvii. 23 and xiv. 20; since it would 
follow from this, that even the disciples of 
Jesus could be described as the true God. | 
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similarly Weiss; also Schulze, Menschensohn, etc., p. 263),! is the less valid, 
as the apostle has already in view the warning of ver. 21, and by éy r vio 
aro ’l, Xp., it is indicated that He alone is the true God, with whom we are 
in fellowship in Christ: it is only the Father of Jesus Christ that is the 
true God.—The connection of the words, kat G% aldvoc, as a second 
predicate, with otroc, has appeared a difficulty to many commentators. 
Socinus wanted to take oiroc = rodto, with reference to the whole preceding 
thought, and then he paraphrases rovro by év rodr and interprets: in eo, quod 
diximus, est ille verus Deus et vita aeterna; nam quatenus quis habet et cognoscit 
Christi Patrem et ipsum Christum, habet et illum verum Deum et aeternam vitam ; 
similarly Ewald, when he paraphrases: “this, both these things together, 
that we know and that we are all this, this is the true God and eternal life.” 
The arbitrariness of this explanation is self-evident. Others, as Clarke, 
Benson, Liicke (in his first edition), supply before (uy aidv. an abry éoriv out 
of obréc éorw, referring airy either to 6 vidc or to the idea eivas tv TH adn. 
Liicke has rightly withdrawn this explanation in his second edition, as 
unwarrantable, and correctly says: “al Guy aidv. can certainly not be gram- 
matically connected directly with otroc.” Liicke, however, thinks that there 
is an ellipsis in the expression, and that it is to be interpreted: “this... the 
true God is eternal life, which can either be understood of the fact that God 
is the cause and source of eternal life, or thus: His fellowship is eternal life.” 
But why could not John have described by Gu aidv. the substantial character 
of the divine nature? If God has (7 in Himself (John v. 26), namely the 
Gm Which He has given to the Son, and which believers possess through 
the Son (John v. 24), then God in His very nature is Gw7, and tu aidvioc too. 
As John mentions this as the characteristic of God’s nature, there certainly 
lies in this the indication that God is the source of life for us. 

Ver. 21. If believers have come to the true God through Christ, they 
have to take care that they do not lose this eternal and highest good by 
giving themselves up to any vain idol. In this train of thought John 
closes his Epistle with the short exhortation, so impressive, however, in its 
brevity : Texvia puadéere Eavtode and TOY EiddAwv. In the address rexvia we may 
see the depth of the feeling with which John utters these concluding words. 
—eldwAa are properly images; this signification is retained here by many 
commentators (Tertullian, Oecumenius, Lyranus, Lorinus, Salmeron, Liicke, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Erdmann, Diisterdieck, etc.), whilst some of them, 
however, extend the idea to that of “false, heathen gods;’’ others, again, 
refer the expression to the arbitrary self-made representations of God which 
the false teachers had, —thus Bede, Rickli, Sander, Thiersch (Versuch zur ° 
Herstellung, p. 241), ete.; others combine both views, antl understand by 
eldvda here all sorts of images which men arbitrarily make for themselves of 
God (Ebrard, Braune). If the warning is not to be regarded as a detached 
appendix, foreign to the contents of the Epistle, we cannot rest satisfied 


1 Briickner and Braune also consider the is here added to dAn@.wés, and the idea Son 
‘tautology ’’ at least as something not quite aidvios is directly connected with the idea 6 
out of the question; but a real tautology is aAndivos Oeds. 
here so far from being the case, that ‘ @eds 
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with the first interpretation. As the apostle, just in the antithesis to the 
false teachers, who belong to the xoouoc, has so decidedly referred to 
the dAndiwvac Oe6c, he certainly has in view in this warning, if not altogether, 
yet principally, the untrue mental images of those teachers.1 It is only if 
so taken, that the warning to keep themselves from idols forms the appro- 
priate conclusion of the whole Epistle. 


1 That the apostle here also means the ves __ able, as the foregoing contains no reference to 
mundariae, inasmuch a8 man is attached to them. 
them (Myrberg), is so much the more improb- 
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THE SECOND AND THIRD EPISTLES OF THE 
APOSTLE JOHN, 


INTRODUCTION. 


SEC. 1.—GENUINENESS. 


Tue testimony of the ancient Church is not very certain. The first 
mention of the Second Epistle is found in Clemens Alex. and Irenaeus. 
The former calls the First Epistle the greater (Strom. ii. 15, ed. Potter), and 
says in the Adumbrat.: secunda Joannis epistola, quae ad virgines scripta est, 
simplicissima est; scripta vero est ad quandam Babyloniam Electam nomine. 
Trenaeus (Adv. Haer., i. 163) quotes the passage 2 John 11, with the words: 
‘lodvene, 6 Tov Kupiov wabyrnc, exétetve THY KaTadikyny abtar, unde YalpELv abToig bY’ Huav 
éyeobat Bovandeig’ 6 yap Aéywv adroic, dnoi, xaipev, «.7.A.; he further adduces 
(iii. 16, 8) the passage 2 John 7, 8, but by mistake, as a passage of the First 
Epistle. From this it follows, that at the time of these Fathers the Second 
Epistle was not merely known in the Church, but was also received 
as an Epistle of the Apostle John. If the remark of Eusebius (7. E.; vi. 14), 
that Clemens Alex. commented on all the Catholic Epistles, be correct, then 
the Third Epistle was known to him also; according to the statement of 
Cassiodorus, however (comp. my Commentary on Second Peter, Introd., § 2, 
p. 291 ff.), this is at least uncertain. — Origen likewise knew several 
Epistles of John; for in the Eighth Homily on Joshua he says, addit et 
Joannes tuba canere per EPISTOLAS SUAS: yet he did not express himself 
quite certainly about the apostolic origin of the Second and Third Epistles, 
as is seen from his words in Euseb. (H. E., vi. 25): "lodvvne . . . kararédoune 
68 Kal émtatodyy navy Odiywv otixwv* Eotw dé Kal Jevtépay Kal rpitnv, Emel ob mavrec 
gaat yunaiove civae ravtac; that the canonicity of these Epistles was doubted, is 
not contained in these words. — His disciple Dionysius Alex., in his polemic 
against the genuineness of the Apocalypse, according to Eusebius (#7. E., 


iii. 25), appealed not only to the First, but also to the Second and Third 
627 ‘ 
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Epistles of John. His words are: 6 d? ebayyehuorne obd? tig KafodiKhe mpotypaper 
éavrod 7 voua . . ., GAN ode év tH devtépe Gepouévy "Lodvvon kal pity . . ., 6 "lodyyn¢ 
évouact? mpoxerrat. According to Ebrard, in the word gepouévy a doubt is 
meant to be expressed as to the apostolic authorship of the two Epistles: 
this, however, is erroneous; gepouévy is only added because the Epistles were 
accepted as apostolie, without bearing the name of the Apostle John, as even 
Eusebius (H. E., iii. 25) calls the First Epistle ry gepopévny "lwavvov mporépav, 
although he was convinced of its composition by the apostle (Diisterdieck) ; 
and, besides, how could Dionysius have appealed to those two Epistles if he 
had doubted their apostolic origin ?— The Epistles are nowhere mentioned — 
by Tertullian and Cyprian; but that the Second Epistle at least was known 
in the North African Church at the time of the latter as a canonical writing, 
is clear from the fact that, at a synod held at Carthage on the subject 
of the baptism of heretics, the bishop Aurelius appealed to the passage 
2 John 10. — The Peshito originally contained of the Catholic Epistles only 
the Epistle of James, First Peter, and First John; the Syrian Ephraem, 
on the other hand, quotes the Second and Third of John as well as the rest 
of the Catholic Epistles. — The testimony of the Muratorian Fragment is 
not quite certain; after a passage is quoted in it from the First Epistle, it 
is stated, after the mention of some spurious writings: epistola sane Jude et 
superscriptio Joannis duas in catholica habentur, and then, ut (or et) sapientia 
ab amicis Salomonis in honorem ipstus scripta. It is possible that by duas 
(duae) the First and Second Epistles are meant; yet it is more probable 
that he understood by it the Second and Third Epistles (Diisterdieck, 
Ebrard, Braune: comp. also Laurentius, Neutest. Studien, p. 205). From 
the following words: ut (or et) sapientia, etc,, it is not to be inferred, with 
Diisterdieck, that the author regarded the two Epistles as spurious. — Euse- 
bius (H. E., iii. 25) says: tov & dvtideyouévov . . . 7 dvouafouévy devtépa Kal Tpitn 
"Iwavvov, cite tod evayyehorod Tvyyavovoa, eite Tod éTépov duwvipov éxeivw; he there- 
fore reckoned them among the first class of the Antilegomenoi (comp. 
Guericke, p. 606 ff.), and thereby proves that their canonical authority was 
not uncontested; but by the addition ¢ire, «.7.4., by which he does not want 
to confirm the doubt as to their canonicity, he expresses the uncertainty 
whether the Epistles were composed by John or by another of the same 
name, namely, the Presbyter John. In the Antioch school they were re- 
fused acceptance; Theodosius Mops. is said to have rejected them on the 
testimony of Leontius Byz.; Theodoret does not mention them; and in 
the Homily on Matt. xxi. 28, ascribed to Chrysostom, it is said, ry Oevtépav 


kat tpityv oi matépe¢ dmoxavovitovot. For the rest, after the-time of Eusebius 
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their canonicity was undisputed; but that doubts still obtained in regard to 
their apostolic origin, is proved by Jerome, who, in his Catal. Script. Eccl., 
chap. 9, s.v. Papias, says: scripsit Joannes et unam epistolam, quae ab universis 
ecclesiasticis et eruditis viris probatur ; reliquae autem duae, quarum principium 
SENIOR . . . JOANNIS PRESBYTERI asseruntur; and in chap. 18 calls this 
view an opinio, quam a plerisque retulimus traditam. The, generally speaking, 
infrequent quotation of these Epistles, as well as the hesitation in the decision 
as to their canonicity and apostolicity, are easily explained, partly by their 
character, partly by the designation of the author (6 xpro8érepoc) which is pre- 
fixed. From the fact, however, that the oldest authorities, Clemens Alex. and 
Trenaeus, quite unhesitatingly cite them, at least the Second Epistle, as writ- 
ings of the Apostle John, it may be concluded that in the most ancient tradi- 
tion they were regarded as apostolical Epistles, and that it was only at'a later 
date that they were ascribed by many, perhaps only on account of the super- 
scription, to the Presbyter John, whom Papias (Euseb. iii. 39) calls a uadnriec 
tod xvpiov, but definitely distinguishes from the Apostle John. In the Middle 
Ages the authorship of the Apostle John was not disputed. Erasmus first 
again regarded the Presbyter John as the author of the Epistles; the same 
view was afterwards expressed and defended by Grotius, J. D. Beck (Observ. 
Crit.-Exeget., Specim. I.), Fritzsche (“ Bemerkk. tiber die Br. Joh.,” in Henke’s 
Museum fir Religionswissenschaft, iii. part 1), Ammon (Leben Jesu, i. p. 45 ff.), 
and others. Almost all modern commentators and critics (Liicke, De Wette, 
Brickner, Baumgarten-Crusius, Diisterdieck, Ewald,! Bleek, Braune), on the 
other hand, have with more or less confidence decided in favor.of their apos- 
tolic authorship; against which Ebrard again ascribes them to the Presbyter 
John. It is extraordinary, that the same reasons are alleged for both views; 
namely, (1) the character of the style, (2) the self-designation of the author 
by 6 mpeoGirepoc, and (8) the connection with Diotrephes. (1) As far as 
the style is concerned; the Second Epistle has unmistakably a pronounced 
Johannean impress. , This is less the case with the Third Epistle; yet even 
this, which at any rate has the same author as the Second Epistle, bears in 
itself, in particular expressions and ideas, traces of the same peculiarity 
(comp. Liicke, Braune, Diisterdieck). According to Ebrard, the correspond- 
ences are to be explained by “allusions and certain reminiscences,” while the | 
peculiar style of the author of the two Epistles appears in the section 


1 According to Ewald’s idea (@esch. Isr., only these two have been accidentally pre- 
vii. 219), John in Ephesus, in answer to urgent served. Comp. also Ewald’s Joh. Schriften, 
demands, wrote several letters to particular _p. 505. 
churches and persons, of which, however, 
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vv. 5-10 of the Third Epistle, and this deviates altogether from that of the 
Apostle John. But that the elsewhere well-known diction of John is not 
reflected in this section, may be very well explained by the fact that he is 
treating of quite special circumstances, and that, too, only in hints, and with 
the greatest possible brevity; but that in 2 John 5, 12, and 3 John 11, there 
is “an intentional allusion to particular dicta of the First Epistle,” and that 
in 2 John 6, 7, 9, such dicta “are almost exactly quoted,” are assertions 
which cannot be proved, as the agreements may just as well, at least, have 
their origin in the identity of the author. (2) As, according to the distinct 
testimony of Papias (in Euseb., H. E., iii. 99), the existence of a presbyter 
named John, who was a wabyra¢ of the Lord, cannot be doubted, it is natural 
to regard him as the-author of the Epistle, who calls himself 6 xpeo3vrepoc. 
But as Papias designates this John as 6 mpes3itepo¢ merely to distinguish 
him from the previously mentioned (Apostle) John, it cannot be inferred 
from his words that “6 xpecBirepoc ” was in itself a name denoting the non- 
apostolic John. If this was not the case, how then could this John venture 
to call himself kar’ ééoyqv “6 mpeoB3itepo¢”? Ebrard thinks that, as the two 
Johns lived in Ephesus, the non-apostolic John was in his intimate circle 
called “the Presbyter” in distinction from the Apostle, and that “it is easily 
intelligible from this how the Presbyter John would, in his confidential 
private circles, use this designation as a stamped coin;” but, besides, 
Ebrard appeals to the fact that the small filial churches in the neighbor- 
hood of the city, the single members of the presbytery established in the 
mother church, and hence those small churches which had gathered round 
the Kyria and Caius and Diotrephes, had been handed over to the care of 
of the Presbyter John, “so that according to his officia] position he was ‘the 
Presbyter’ to these churches.” Ebrard thus gives two explanations, of 
which, however, only one could be valid;! moreover, both explanations are 
based on uncertain assumptions. — Liicke and Diisterdieck (similarly Briick- 
ner and Braune) with justice show that the name, 6 zpeoGBirepoc, would not 
have been suitable for the Presbyter John without the addition of his proper 
name. But how does the case stand in this respect with the Apostle John? 
Oecumenius says: #rox dre yepaide dv Hén éyparpe TaiTac, } Kat exicxorov Karav éavTov 
dia Tod mpeoGurépov; the former view, which is defended by Piscator, Lange, 
Carpzovius, Sander, Bleek, etc., has the form of the word against it; if John 
wanted to describe himself as “the old man,” it is not conceivable why he 


1 For, if John used the name because it was to whom he was writing; and if he did it for 
a coin once stamped for him, then he did not _ the latter cause, then plainly he did not do it 
use it to describe his special position to those for the former, 
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did not write 6 yépwv, 6 mpeoBirnc, or similarly, especially as 6 mpeoBbrepoc was 
already in use as an official name; even apart from the fact that the desig- 
nation would only vaguely state who the author was, the expression must 
certainly be taken, with Baumgarten-Crusius, Liicke, Diisterdieck, Braune, 
as an Official name. For this purpose it was quite suitable to the Apostle 
John, as he was connected with the churches in question not merely as 
an apostle, but had entered into a special (episcopal) relationship towards 
them. He undertook the same position towards them as, immediately after 
the apostolic age, the bishop occupied towards the churches subordinate to 
him. Hence John might have called himself é éxioxoroc, but he could not, as 
in his time both expressions denoted the same position; though in later 
times, when in the ecclesiastical organization bishops and presbyters were 
definitely distinguished from one another, the former were still frequently 
described by the name oi mpeoBirepor.1— (8) In the Third Epistle there is 
reference to a relationship of Diotrephes to the author of the Epistle, which, 
if this was the Apostle John, must certainly be regarded as strange. It 
seems more easy of explanation if, as Ebrard thinks, the author was an 
Ephesian presbyter to whose oversight the churches, in which Caius and 
Diotrephes were prominent members, had been intrusted; but in the first 
place this supposition lacks historical foundation, and, secondly, a still 
greater degree of violence would belong to the case if Diotrephes “ prated 
with malicious words” against a man who was not only a member of the 
Hphesian presbytery, but also had to exercise an oversight over those 
churches, and who as an immediate yadyri¢ rob xvpiov certainly enjoyed great 
respect. If Diotrephes was capable of that, then his ambition— which in- 
deed may lead to the most extreme steps — might have induced him to 
despise even the dignity of an apostle. Besides, the particular circum- 
stances are much too unknown by us for it to be justifiable for us on their 
account to deny the Apostle John the authorship of the Epistle. — The 
assertion that the prohibition contained in 2 John 10, 11, contradicts the 
loving disposition of the Apostle John, is with justice rejected by Ebrard, 
and that, too, with the suitable remark, “the love of the Apostle John was 
that sort of love which does not want to please, but to save souls; and hence 
he meets the lie not with careless connivance, but with firm confession of 
the truth and other discipline.” 


1 When Ebrard says that mpeaBurepos can- _— fore follow that an apostle might not assume 
not have been a title of the apostles, he is so to particular churches sucha position as would 
far right, as an apostle, as such, was not des- make this name suitable to him. 


ignated by that name; but it does not there- 
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Baur (in the work quoted above) regards these two Epistles, as he does 
the First Epistle, as writings of Montanist origin. He proceeds from the 
fact that they both have one author, and that the second was written to 
the church to which Caius (to whom the Third Epistle is directed) belonged, 
and is no other than the Epistle mentioned in 3 John 9: in this church, 
Baur further says, a schism had taken place; the one part, with Diotrephes 
at their head, had refused ecclesiastical fellowship to the church to which 
the author of the Epistle belonged; the other part, on the contrary, were in 
agreement with this church; and that, although the cause of that schism 
is not evident from the Epistles themselves, it is nevertheless clear that it is 
conformable to a time at which there had already occurred between several 
churches too lively differences about questions of the highest interest for 
the Christian mind. From these premises Baur concludes that the Second 
Epistle “was written to the Montanistically disposed section of the Roman 
Church ;” and that Diotrephes is the symbolic description of the bishop of 
Rome, not indeed, as Schwegler (Montanismus, p. 284) supposed, of Victor 
(for Irenaeus and Clemens Alex. already knew both Epistles), but of an 
earlier bishop, perhaps Soter, or Anicet, or Eleutheros. Baur in this proof 
lays a speciat weight upon the partisanship of the writer of the Epistle, 
which had gone so far that he describes the followers of Diotrephes just as 
heathen (3 John 7) (!). Baur finds the main support of his view in the 
passage of Clemens Al. cited above: Secunda Joannis ep., quae ad virgines 
seripta est, simplicissima est. Scripta vero est ad quandam Babyloniam 
Electam nomine, significat autem electionem ecclesia sanctae; he holds that 
in these words Clemens refers the name ’Exdext to the idea of the Church, 
inasmuch as the predicate of holiness is appropriate to it; that this quite 
corresponds to the idea of the Montanists, whose first demand of the Ec- 
clesia was that she should be, as the “sponsa Christi,” vera, pudica, sancta ; 
that the name Babylonia is to be allegorically understood of the city of 
Rome (as in 1 Pet. v. 18), where there were divided opinions in regard to 
Montanism. It does not require to be pointed out, how very much arbitrary 
and extraordinary modes of interpretation are heaped up in this statement. 
Quite apart from this, Baur’s assertion places Clemens in the most wonderful. 
contradiction with himself: on the one hand, Clemens exactly specifies the 
Second Epistle as written by the Apostle John; and on the other hand, — 
though in an obscure way,—he is said to have stated that it was of Mon- 
tanist origin. And then, what could have induced a Montanist to invent 
epistles under the pretended name of the apostle, which do not contain 
any thing of Montanist character at all? Did he want to put the authority 
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of John in the scale against the bishop of Rome? But the Epistle could 
not in any way have been used for that purpose, as it must have been clear 
to any one that John could not have written against Soter (or Anicet, or 
Eleutheros). The Montanists, however, have taken so little advantage of 
these Epistles for their interests, that the Montanist Tertullian never once 
mentions them! — Hilgenfeld assigns the appearance of the Second and 
Third Epistles, as that of the First Epistle, to the post-apostolic age: yet he 
does not seek their explanation in the interest of the author on behalf of 
Montanism, but he thinks that the Second Epistle is an “excommunicatory 
writing,” by which, in the form of the epistles which the Christian churches 
interchanged, an “ official apostolic condemnation” was meant to be uttered 
against the fellowship with the Gnostic false teachers; and that the Third 
Epistle is an émiotoAy ovoratixg Which originated in the church of John, and 
had the object of vindicating for that church the right to the circulation 
of such commendatory epistles, which the strict Jewish Christians would 
allow only to their patron James, as the author had known “the usefulness 
of such a regular passport” in the storms of Gnosticism. These hypoth- 
eses, according to which the circumstances hinted at in the Third Epistle 
are a pure invention, can, however, only be regarded as make-shifts to 
explain, as well as is possible, the origin of the two Epistles, which Hil- 
genfeld, for the same reasons as those for which he denies the genuineness 
of the First Epistle, thinks it is impossible to regard as memorials of the 
apostolic age. 


SEC. 2.—CONTENTS AND. DESIGN OF THE EPISTLES; TIM 
AND PLACE OF THEIR COMPOSITION. 


The Second Epistle begins with the inscription, which, after mentioning 
the writer and the receiver of the Epistle, contains the greeting of bene- 
diction. It is addressed, according to the most probable. explanation of 
the word xvpia (see the commentary on ver. 1), to a Christian church, to 
which the author expresses his joy that its members are walking in truth, 
with which he connects an exhortation to mutual love, which he confirms 
by a reference to the appearance of false teachers whc deny that Jesus 
is the Christ, come in the flesh. After he has mentioned the abiding in 
the doctrine of Christ as the condition of fellowship with God, he forbids the 
brotherly reception of the opponents of this doctrine, because thereby we 
would make ourselves guilty of fellowship with their evil deeds. The 
conclusion of the Epistle contains a justification of its shortness, and the 
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delivery of the greeting from the church in which the apostle is. —The 
design of the Epistle accordingly lies in the danger which threatened the 
church through the false teachers, and of which the author wanted to 
warn the church in few words before he could come to it himself. 

The Third Epistle also begins with an inscription, in which Caius (see 
on ver. 1) is mentioned as the receiver of it. After the wish that Caius 
may have prosperity, the apostle expresses his joy that he — according -to 
the testimony of some brethren — is walking in the truth, and praises him 
especially on account of his active display of love towards strange brethren, 
whom he then recommends to his further care, because they went forth for 
Christ’s sake, and it is a duty to receive such.— Then he mentions the 
arbitrary procedure of Diotrephes, who withheld from the church a letter 
written to it by him, made evil speeches against him, and opposed the 
reception ‘of the brethren; in connection with which the author expresses 
his intention to come and bring him to account. After an exhortation 
not to follow that which is evil, but that which is good, the apostle gives 
Demetrius (the probable bearer of this Epistle) a good testimonial, justifies 
himself for the shortness of his writing, and, after a short benediction, 
concludes by giving the greeting of friends and sending greeting to friends. 
The design of the Epistle accordingly was furnished by an incident which 
had occurred in the church of Caius. Some strange missionary brethren, 
who had found a friendly reception from Caius, had come to the apostle. 
The latter had written on their behalf to the church to which Diotrephes 
also belonged; but Diotrephes, with insolent expressions against the apostle, 
had opposed the reception of those brethren, and had even cast out of the 
church those who did not agree with him. This Epistle is now meant to 
serve the purpose of confirming Caius in the continuation of his manifes- 
tations of love, as well as of intimating to him the near arrival of the 
apostle. — Ewald’s ideas, that both Epistles were addressed to one and 
the same church, that Diotrephes had specially interested himself in the 
false teachers, and that the Third Epistle was written to Caius from fear 
lest the Second Epistle might have been withheld from the Church by 
Diotrephes, are to be regarded as mere conjectures, which cannot be proved 
from the contents of the two Epistles. 

The Place and Time of their Composition are unknown in the case of both 
Epistles; yet it is not unlikely that 2 John 12 and 3 John 14 refer to a 
tour (perhaps one and the same) of inspection (especially as Eusebius, 
H, E., iii. 24, describes such a tour of inspection made by John from 
Ephesus), and that the Epistles were written in Ephesus. —As in the 
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Second Epistle the same false teachers are referred to that are spoken of 
in the First Epistle, it is probable that the places at which these two 
Epistles were composed are not far remote from one another.1— The 
remark of Eichhorn, that in the Second Epistle a more vigorous spirit is 
displayed than in the First, is no less incorrect than the idea that the 
“rigorous ” (!) prohibition in 2 John 10, 11, indicates the still youthful old 
age of the apostle. 


1 According to Ebrard, the Second Epistle the similarities are the result of a backward 
appeared at a later date than the First; the reference, is only certain if the two Epistles 
proof of this he finds in the fact that the proceed from different authors. 
former refers back to the latter. But that 
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Vd 
*Iwdvvov érictoAn Sevtépa. 


Tue superscription is shortest in B and 8: (wdavvov 3.; in some codd. KafoArKn 
is added to émoroA7; in some rod éxi oryjbot¢ comes after “Iwdvvev; in G it runs: 
tod dyiov amoctédov *lwavvov tod deodoyov. In the Elz. ed., the superscription 
runs: ’lwévvov tov dnooréAov émtoroAn Kabodixy Sevtépa; the Rec. is éxcaroAy ‘Iwavvov 
devtépa. 


Ver. 1. «ai ob« éyd]. Ree. The reading od« éyo dé in A, 78, Syr., Thph., 
owes its origin to the desire to mark the antithesis more sharply (Diisterdieck) ; 
Ebrard regards the Rec. as a correction, made in order to make the Second and 
the First Epistles confermable in style. Scarcely credible. G reads: kat ov« éyo 
dé. — Ver. 2. The reading in A, évorcoicay, instead of uévovoay, is too feebly 
attested for us to regard it, with Ebrard, as the correct one; it has probably 
arisen in order to avoid the tautology which uévovoay appears to form with the 
following. — Ver. 3. The Elz. ed. reads orate ued’ buayv, which is attested by 
B, G, &, etc., several versions, etc. It is possible that juov arose from the 
immediately preceding (so Braune), but just as likely that 7uav was changed to 
' duov, because the former did not seem appropriate for the greeting; the weight 
of authorities is in favor of juav,—Instead of mapa, N* reads azo (sol.). — 
Before 'Ijcod Xp., the Rec. has «vpiov, which is found in G, K,s. In A, B, 
etc., cvpiov is wanting (Lachm., Tisch.); Bengel, Briickner, Sander, are in favor 
of the genuineness of xvpiov; yet the later insertion of it seems more probable 
than the omission. — The airod of 8 between Tod viod and Tov ratpd¢ must be 
regarded as a clerical error. — Ver. 4. & (sol.) has instead of éAa3ouev the third 
person, éAaGov, — B omits Tov before matpoc, — Ver. 5. Instead of the Rec. ypadw, 
we must read yoadwr, according to A, B, G, K, 8, ete. —Lachm. has karvav 
before ypa¢wyv, which is not adequately attested by A, 8, Vulg. — Ver. 6. In the 
second part, the succession of the words varies; in G, 8, most of the min., etc., 
aitn tativ 7 évroAn (Rec.) is found; in A, B, K, etc., on the other hand, airy 7 
évtoAn éortv (Lachm., Tisch.); it is possible that the Rec. has been formed in 
accordance with the preceding abr éoriv 7 ayartn. It is to. be noticed that » has 
before airy a kai, and after évroA# an adrod, and also that in the same cod. iva 
is found before xadwe, so that an epanalepsis occurs here. — Instead of mepnariyre, 
& reads meperarnonze, — Ver. 7. The most probable reading is é7A0ov, according 
to A (Adar, Tisch.), B, 8 (Lachm,); the Rec. eo7A9ov, according to G, K, 
etc., is a correction; comp. 1 John ii. 19, iv. 1, and 3 John 7.— Ver. 8 The 
Rec., according to G, K, has dmodéowuev... cipyacdueba... drordBouer, 
Cod. A, and & read: dmoAéonre (N*, amodqjobe) . . . eipyaoacbe . . . dnoAGByTe; 
this reading, accepted by Lachm. and Tisch., is regarded as the original reading 
by Lucke, De Wette, Reiche, Cod. B reads: amodéoyre (according to Bentley’s 
collation; Griesb. gives dmoAéontat, which is also given by Tisch., bracketed, 
however) .. . elpyacdueda . . . dmoAdere; De Wette regards this reading as a 
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combination of the reading of A with the Rec.; Diisterdieck, Briickner, Braune 
(also the 2d ed. of this comm.) regard the reading in B as the original. It is 
certainly the one by which the origin of the various readings can be easily 
explained; yet the circumstance that, it is almost only found in B (Reiche: lectio 
codicis B in nullis aliis subsidiis inventa est, nisi quod Syr. p. in m. et Sahid. 
gus sensum expressit) must render it doubtful. Of the two others, that of A 
and &, at any rate, deserve the preference. Bengel would arbitrarily read: 
amodéonte . . . eipydoaobe . . . dnoAdBouev, which is only found in Cod. 34.— 
Ver. 9. mapaBairwr]. Rec., according to G, K, etc., Syr., Thph., Oec. (Reiche). 
Lachm. and Tisch. read instead of it, mpodywv, which is attested by A, B, X, 
etc., and the readings praecedit and procedit in several codd. of the Vulg. 
(against which, in the printed Vulg. and Lucif., is recedit). The opinion of 
Matthaei and Licke, that mpodywv arose out of the paraphrase which appears in 
the scholia: anaywv éavtév, which also occurs in Oecumenius, is unfounded; 
this explanation rather points to mpodywy as the original reading. —The Rec. 
(according to G, K, etc., several vss., Thph., Oec.) has, both after the first and 
after the second év rq didayg, the addition tod Xptorov; Lachm. and Tisch. 
have the addition only after the first; so in A, B, 8, several min., Vulg., etc.; 
this is to be regarded as the correct reading. —It is doubtful whether viév or 
matépa comes first in the following sentence; the Rec.,'retained by Lachm., is: 
Tov matépa Kal Tov vid»; this is found in B, G, K, ¥, etc., several vss., Thph., 
Oec.; Tisch., on the other hand, following A and several vss., has accepted rov 
vidv kat Tov maTépa; but this appears to be a change effected on account of 
év 7H 06. TOV Xptorodv, — Ver. 11. 6 yap Aéywr]. Rec., according to G, K, almost 
all min., Thph., Oec. (Tisch. 2); instead of it Tisch. 7 (similarly Lachm.), 
according to A, B, &, reads 6 Aéywv yap, which, as unusual, might be prefer- 
able. Tisch. 7 remarks: ydp tertio loco positum fere ubique a plerisque testibus 
in secundum locum translatum. — Tisch. has omitted yap after at7@, although 
it is wanting only in K, several min., and Oec. — Ver. 12. 8* has €y; &,, how- 
ever, éywv. —Instead of iAmwigw yap, Rec. (Lachm.), according to A, some 
min. and yss., Tisch., following B, G, K, 8, many min., etc., reads: aAAa 
éAncGu; this reading is the original one; the context might easily lead to the 
change of d4AA4 into yap. — yevéobau]. This reading, recommended by Gries- 
bach, has been accepted also by Lachm. and Tisch. The Ree. éA6eiv (according 
to G, K, ete.) isa correction. Instead of ordua mp. or., N* reads: oTOuaTe TPdE 
otéua,—7 xapanuary]. Rec., according to G, K, &, etc., Tisch.; instead of it, 
Lachm., following A, B, etc., Vulg., ete., reads: 7 yapa tuov; buoy perhaps is 
preferable; the preceding judc might easily lead to the change into 7uov, — 
Instead of 7 mewAnpwuévn, Rec., according to A, G, K, all min., etc. (Tisch.), 
the reading of B, 8, Vulg., is tewA7 9. 7] (Lachm.). — The Rec., following G, K, 
ete., adds for conclusion dyufv, a later addition. —In various codd., a subscrip- 
tion is found which runs most briefly in A, B, 8, thus: ‘lodvvov 8. The Cod. 
62 adds the words mpd¢ [Idp#ove (comp. on 1 John). 


Vv. 1-3. Superscription of the Epistle. 

Ver. 1. 6 mpeoBbrepoc]. The definite article restricts the general idea 
mpeoBurtepoc to a particular person, to whom this epithet is specially appro- 
priate. That this is most probably the Apostle John, see Introduction, 
sec. 1. The reflection on his age may have led the apostle to write, not 
6 émioxornos, but 6 mpeoBirepoc.—éxAexTH Kupia Kal Toi¢ Téxvou adbryc]. The inter- 
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pretation of these words has from the earliest times been very diverse, 
according as either é«Aexrf or xvpia has been regarded as a proper noun, or 
both words have been considered as appellatives. The first opinion (Lyranus, 
a Lapide, Lorinus, Cappellus, Grotius, Wetstein, etc.) has been with justice 
given up by modern commentators; it is clearly enough opposed not only by 
the mode of its conjunction with «vpia, but also by ver. 18. The second view, 
according to which «vpia is the proper noun, is found as early as in Athana- 
sius, and afterwards in Bengel, Carpzovius, Heumann, Krigel (Commentatio de 
xvpia Johannis, Lips., 1758), Paulus, Liicke, De Wette, Briickner, Guericke, 
Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Braune, etc. That Kupia appeared as a feminine proper 
name, is not to be doubted; see Grutteri, Jnscriptt. p. 1127, num. xi.; comp. 
Heumann: Poecile de Cyria Johannis: but if this view be taken, not only is 
the adjective écAexr# strange, as it never is assigned to any individual in the 
N. T. as a single predicate except in Rom. xvi. 13 (where, however, év xupig 
is put along with it), but also its connection with the proper noun, instead 
of Kupia rp ékdexrp: comp. 3 John 1; Phil. i. 1,2; Rom. xvi. Liicke, it is 
true, refers to 1 Pet. i. 1: éxAexroic mapenidjuore; but here the case is different, 
as raperidquoc is not a proper noun, as even Briickner admits, though he 
nevertheless falls back on a “familiar carelessness” in this case.1 The 
third interpretation is found in Luther (“the elect woman”), Hornejus, 
Wolf, Rittmeier (Diatriba, de electa domina, Helmst., 1706), Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Sander, etc. According to Epictetus, chap. 62: ai yuvaixec evod¢ and 
tecoapeokaidexa érov ind Tov dvdpdav Kvpiae Kadovyvtat, Women might certainly be 
called xvpiac; but this was plainly only a polite address, corresponding not to 
the German Frau (woman), but to the German Herrin (lady). It hardly 
corresponds with the apostolic dignity of the author, however, to describe 
the receiver of the Epistle in the superscription by this name of a conven- 
tional politeness.? But the opinion of Knauer (Stud. u. Krit., 1833, Part 2, 
p- 452 ff.), that by ékAexry xvpia is to be understood Mary, the mother of 
Jesus, lacks any tenable foundation (see Liicke on this passage). — Already 
at an early date «vpia was taken as a symbolic description of the Christian 
Church; so Jerome (Ep. xi. ad Ageruchiam) and the Scholiast I. (éAexrav 
Kupiav Aéyer thy év twt Tomw éxxAnoiav), and later Calovius, Whiston, Michaelis, 
Augusti, Hofmann (in his Weissagung u. Erfillung, II. p. 321, and in his 
Schrifibew., I. p. 226 ff.), Hilgenfeld (1855), Ewald, ete. It is true the 
word does not elsewhere appear in this signification; but according to its 
connection with Him who is 6 «épeo¢, the Church may certainly be called 
xvpia in its relationship to the individual members.® Both the contents of 


1 According to Ewald, it is ‘foolish to kupia. That Frau originally corresponded to 


think’ that ‘‘ the apostle is here writing to an 
individual woman.” 

2 Against the distinction between the ex- 
pressions Fraw and Herrin, Braune adduces 
the etymology of the former word (Frau, 
feminine of fro = Herr); this is quite irrele- 
vant here, however, as it is not the German, 
but the Greek, expressions, that are in ques- 
tion; it is the distinction between yuvy and 


the expression xvpia, is certain, —the word is 
even yet frequently used in this sense, — but 
it does not therefore follow that the Greek 
kupta became so much weakened in usage as 
the German word Frau. 

3 Hofmann recalis the description of the 
Church in the Apocalypse as the vindy and 
the yuvy. When Ebrard objects to this, that 
the Church in contrast with the “Lord” is 
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the Epistle, which is lacking in the slightest individual reference to a single 
person, and the way in which John speaks to the receivers of the Epistle 
and passes judgment on them (comp. what follows in this verse; further, 
vy. 4, 5, 8, 10); and, finally, the way in which the sister and her children 
are mentioned,!—are no less opposed to the opinion that the Epistle was 
written to one particular woman, than they are in favor of the opinion that 
it was directed to a Christian church: only «vpia must not be regarded as 
the name of honor of any one particular church (according to Serrarius of 
the Corinthian church, or according to Augusti of that of Jerusalem); it is 
rather a name suitable for every church, by which, therefore, that church 
could also be described to which the Epistle is directly addressed.?— «a? 
toic¢ téxvotc abtae]. If xvpia is a description of the church, the réxva are 
her individual members. The representation of the Church as a mother, 
and of her members as her children, occurs elsewhere also; comp. Gal. 
iv. 26. —otb¢ tyd dyané év ddndeia]. If we take xvpia as a proper noun, then 
ob¢ indicates that by réxvow only sons are to be understood; but why then 
does not the apostle write xa? roic vioic attic? If the réxva are the members 
of the church, however, then od¢ is used here exactly as texvia ov, ob¢ in Gal. 
iv. 9; comp. also Matt. xxviii. 19: ra gun . . . abrovc. Suitable though the 
masculine is to denote all church-members, it would be just as unsuitable to 
denote members of one family, if this consisted not merely of sons, but — 
as Braune here supposes—of daughters also. éyé is used emphatically, 
inasmuch as the apostle wants to bring out his intimate relationship to the 
members of the Church. — év ddygeia in its connection with dyané is not = év 
Ty Gandeia, as if the (Christian) truth were thereby indicated as the element 
in which love has its existence (Bengel, Diisterdieck) ; but it is used adverb- 
ially, not, however, to emphasize the sincerity of the love, but, as the word 
itself states, the truth of the love (Ebrard: “I love thee with that love which 
is a love in truth;” similarly Licke: “it is the real Christian love that is 
meant;” and Braune).—xal ob« éy® wovoc, dada wavrec}. All who have 
known the truth share with the apostle love to the réxva of the xvpia. This 
addition also goes to show that xvpia is not a proper noun; for, how could 
the children of an individual woman be regarded as an object of the love of 
all believers? Bengel, with whom Diisterdieck agrees, remarks indeed on 
this, communio sanctorum; but the apostle’s mode of expression presupposes 


not ‘the lady,” but the obedient handmaid, it 
must be remembered that she is here spoken 
of not in regard to her subordinate relation- 
ship to Christ, but in regard to her superior 
relationship to her individual members. 

1 De Wette also says: ‘‘ The way in which 
her sister and her sister’s children are men- 
tioned is favorable to the idea that a single 
Christian church is meant.”’ 

2 That the Epistle is directly addressed to a 
particular church, is evident from ver. 12; the 
want of references to individual circumstances 
may perhaps be explained by the fact that it 
also had an encyclical design: that the author, 


however, ‘*‘ had in view the whole of orthodox 
Christendom” (Hilgenfeld), is just as little 
appropriate to this Epistle as to the First.— 
Braune’s considerations are of little impor- 
tance: the name of the church might be 
omitted, because the bearer of the Epistle 
knew to what church he had to take it; 
éxAexTy is by no means unsuitable with «vpia 
= éxkAyoia, according to H év BaBvAwve auve- 
KAexty (by which the church is certainly to be 
understood) ; it has not been asserted that the 
relationship of the mother in Gal. iv. 26 has 
been given to a single church. 
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an actual knowledge about one another. Several commentators accordingly 
have recourse to a weakening of the idea zévrec,1 which, however, is arbi- 
trary. — dAjdea is the divine truth, of which the believer becomes a partaker 
in Christ. The emphasis of 444@«ca both here and in ver. 2 is caused by 
the antithesis to the riava (ver. 7). The bracketing of the words «ai ov« 
. . . Tv dAnbeav, “spoils the clearness of the connection, and is also logically 
not quite correct, because ver. 2 refers not only to éyw, but also to mavtec” 
(Liicke). 

Ver, 2 states the cause of the love. —dvd tHv GAnbEeLayv THY pEvovoarv 
év fuiv]. The idea yévew signifies here, as in the First Epistle, firm, sure 
existence. —In juiv the apostle includes the loving and the loved (so also 
Braune).— The dya7d@v év dAn@eig is based on the possession of the d2jdea. 
— Carpzovius incorrectly connects these words with ver. 3.— By the addi- 
tion, ka? ue0’ qudv ora: sic Tv aidva, the imperishable endurance of fellowship 
with the truth is declared (Diisterdieck, Braune), and it is not merely the 
wish for it that is expressed (Liicke, Ebrard). By wera (as distinguished 
from é) the objectivity of the truth is indicated (Braune). The irregularity 
of the construction, inasmuch as the finite verb is used instead of a participle 
(comp. A. Buttmann, p. 3827 [E. T., 382]; Winer, p. 533 [E. T., 578]), 
serves to give prominence to the idea. 

Ver, 3. The formula of greeting. It agrees substantially with that 
which is found in most of the N. T. Epistles; the prefixed fora: wed’ 7uav 
(spov), however, is peculiar; the future indicates the wish as a certain 
expectation, which is based on the immediately preceding statement (Diister- 
dieck). If we take the reading jucv (see the critical notes), the apostle 
includes himself along with the readers of the Epistle, which indeed does 
not elsewhere occur in the salutatory formulae; wera = “ with.” — yapic, 
édecc, eipnvn, just as in 1 and 2 Tim. and Tit. 1.4.2— rapa Oeod marpéc]. 
Instead of mapa, ao is elsewhere regularly used in this connection, as 8 reads 
here also; on the difference of the two prepositions, see Winer, p. 342 (E. T., 
364 f.).— To Ocoi natpoc, qudv is always added by Paul, except in the Pastoral 
Epistles. God is here called warjp, first of all in His relation to Christ, but 
also with the consciousness that in Christ He is the Father of believers also. 
—kai mapa ’lno, Xp, rot viov tod marpoc, similarly in the other Epistles 
of the N. T., only that here the sonship of Christ is specially indicated ; the 
repetition of the preposition brings out the independence of the Son along 
with the Father. — The last addition, év dAndeig cai dyary, is peculiar to John; 
the 44, and d)dry are the two vital elements (Baumgarten-Crusius: funda- 


1 Hornejus: ‘‘Omnes fideles, non quidem 
qui in toto orbe tum temporis erant, sed qui 
in illis partibus et simul Dominam illam et 
liberos ejus norant.” — Liicke: “ mavres, K.T.Acy 
i.e., all Christians (perhaps of this place?) 
who know the Kyria and her children;” 
Braune agrees with this explanation, but 
would regard ‘‘as included, even those who 
would later become acquainted with her’? — 
which is clearly unsultable. 


2 The explanation of these words given on 
1 Tim. i. 2 is regarded as unsatisfactory by 
Diisterdieck, although it is in substantial 
agreement with his own, only that it is not 
expressly stated that xapis means “ grace,” 
éAcos ‘*mercy,’”? and cipyyn ‘ peace,’ — which 
is surely self-evident, — but only the relation 
of the three ideas to one another, which is 
often erroneously interpreted, is pointed out. 
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mental features) of the believer, in which the divine manifestations of grace, 
mercy, and peace have to work (Diisterdieck): “the words contain an indi- 
cation of the contents of the whole Epistle” (Ebrard) ; a Lapide erroneously 
supplies: ut perseveretis vel ut crescatis. Grotius wrongly defines the relation- 
ship when he says: per cognitionem veri et dilectionem mutuam, nam per haec 
in nos Dei beneficia provocamus, conservamus, augemus, in the first place, év is 
not = per; and, in the second place, our conduct is not the cause of the 
divine yépic, «.7.4., but the relationship is the converse. 

Ver. 4. The Epistle begins with the assurance of joy at the conduct of 
those to whom it is addressed. The preface to most of the Pauline Epistles 
is similar. This verse refers back to the preceding év dangeia; ver. 5, on the 
other hand, to é dydary.—éyapnv Aiav; not, “I have greatly rejoiced” 
(Luther); the aorist is to be kept in its own meaning. The apostle is speak- 
ing historically of the time at which he had the experience which he states 
in the following words. —é7¢ ebpyka ix Tov TEKVWY GOV TEPLTaTOVYTAEC 
év GAndeia], && tov récv. is nob= 7d téva cov; it is indicated by the é 
that John could not boast the mepurarteiv év dd. of all,! but not that “he had 
not become acquainted with all” (Diisterdieck). Braune’s observation is 
erroneous, that, “as the article is wanting with zepuratotvrac, it is not indi- 
cated that the other children were not walking év da.” With meperarev ev, 
comp. John viii. 12; 1 John i. 6, 7; 3 John 3, 4, and several other passages. 
—evpnka indicates a previous meeting with the children of the «upia — and 
hence a previous sojourn of the apostle in the church to which he is writing; 
incorrectly, Sander: “I have found as the result of my examination;” the 
preterite éyapyv does not suit this interpretation. — If xvpia be a proper 
noun, it remains uncertain where the apostle met with her children. Liicke, 
on account of ver. 12, considers it unlikely that the apostle had been in 
the family; “he seems to have met the réxva somewhere else without the 
. mother” (so also Braune). Not only this uncertainty, but also the circum- 
stance that John does not express himself further about the children who 
are not walking in the truth, indicates that he is not speaking of a family, 
but of a church, which is erroneously disputed by Braune.—xada¢ évroAyy 
éA2aBoper]. Kxadd¢ (which is not to be taken here, with Ebrard, argumenta- 
tively = “because indeed”) does not more particularly define the mepurareip 
in itself, as if év daydeia were only added adverbially for confirmation = “who 
in truth walk as,” etc.; but «adc refers to the mepumareiv év dand., and dAfdeo 
is Christian truth, as in ver. 3; thus, “who are walking in the truth, according 
as we received commandment” (Diisterdieck). By this, however, we are not 
to understand one particular commandment, but the obligation which is 
contained in the Christian. faith to walk in the truth. mapa rod zartpéc, 
see ver. 3; the intervention of the Son is implied. 

Vy. 5,6. kat viv épwrd oe]. viv is used here, not temporally, but 
logically. Diisterdieck refers it to the immediately preceding subordinate 
clause, xaddc, «.7.4.; Ebrard, on the other hand, to the idea ebpnxa, «7.4.5 but 


1 Ebrard, appropriately : ‘‘ It is a delicate which he has to express in a mere limitation 
way in which the presbyter covers the blame of praise.” 
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it is more correctly referred to éyépny, «.7.A.; the joy which the apostle felt is 
the cause of his present request (so also Briickner and Braune). John says 
épwrd instead of the usual mapaxada, as the request is suitable to the church, 
as a Kupia. —oby O¢ EvTOAHY ypddur cot Katryr, «.7.A.]. Comp. 1 John 
ii. 7. — iva dyanaGpev dAAfAovc, dependent on épwrd, comp. John xvii. 15, not 
on évrodpy Eyouev (Baumgarten-Crusius), “for this is used in a subordinate 
clause merely, and épwrd would be without connection and without object ” 
(Brickner). ta states here also not merely the purpose, but the substance 
of the request (contrary to Braune).— Ver. 6. «ai airy... iva}. The same 
construction, 1 John v. 8. The apostle is not distinguishing the command- 
ment of love from the other commandments (De Wette), but is describing 
the walking according to the commandments of God as the substance and 
essence of love; with justice, for, in the first place, only that love is moral — 
or, more particularly, Christian — in its character, which is founded on obe- 
dience toward God, and therefore “consists in the fulfilment of the com- 
mandments of God that regulate our relationship to our neighbor” (Ebrard) ; 
and, in the second place, the aim of all the divine commandments is nothing 
else than love. Briickner, Braune, and others here interpret 7 dyary incor- 
rectly of “Christian love simply,” including also the love of God and Christ ; 
the close connection of this sentence with the preceding one (7 dyanm clearly 
refers back to iva dyanduev ddAjdove) compels us to understand 7 ayar7 of 
Christian brotherly love. The thought last expressed is specially empha- 
sized by the following words. According to the reading, airy 7 évroaR éort, 
we must translate: ‘‘ This commandment is (consists in this), as ye have heard 
from the beginning (no other than this), that ye should walk év airy.” —h &vtroag 
resumes the preceding rac évroAd¢ abtod: the transition from the plural to the 
singular is not difficult; comp. 1 John iii. 22, 23. —iva states the substance 
of the commandment, and év airy refers to dyarn (De Wette-Briickner, Liicke, 
Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Braune), and not to évroa# (Sander); for this would 
not only give an inadmissible tautology, but would also be contrary to John’s 
mode of expression, in which the phrase mepirareiv év rH évro2%m does not appear. 
— By the intervening clause kado¢ #xodcare, “a subordinate definition of the 
évroan” (Liicke, De Wette) is not given, but it is observed that the readers 
have heard from the beginning what is the substance of the divine com- 
-mandment; the apostle thereby refers back to what was said in ver. 5 (so 
also Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Briickner, Braune). The circle that results from 
this interpretation only serves to bring clearly out the identity of brotherly 
love and obedience toward God. 

Ver. 7. In this verse the apostle addresses himself to the warning against 
the false teachers, whom he first more particularly characterizes. The érz, 
with which the verse begins, indicates that the foregoing exhortation to 


1 K6stlin incorrectly interprets (p. 218): firmation in the context. — Ebrard unjustifiably 
“The old commandment, that we should love _ asserts that the obscurity of the expression in 
one another, means nothing else than that we this verse is to be explained by the fact that 
should abide in what He has commanded us to the apostle intentionally alludes to some pas- 
believe.” That évroAy here denotes the com- sages of the First Epistle, with which he 
mand to believe (1 John iii. 23), finds no con- assumes the Kyria to be familiar, 
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mutual love has its origin in the fear of their being disturbed by the influ- 
ence of the false teachers; but it is not to be inferred from this that 6m is 
grammatically dependent on épwré oe. It would be grammatically possible 
also to regard this verse as the premise on which ver. 8 is based (Grotius, 
Carpzovius), but such a construction is at variance with the peculiarity of 
John’s diction. —ért moAiot mAdvor]. The expression madvor does not else- 
where appear in John; comp. on the other hand, Matt. xxvii. 63; 2 Cor. 
vi. 8; 1 Tim. iv. 1; instead of it in 1 John ii. 26: of Aavovrec tude. — With 
this passage may be compared 1 John ii. 18 ff., iv. 1. —ézA200v [elo7AGovr] 
ei¢ Tov K6opuov does not denote separation from the church; kéopuoc does 
not here form the antithesis of the éxxAnota rod Ocod; the sense is rather the 
same here as inJohn iv. 1. The difference between efo#20. and é729, is 
only this, that by the latter expression the point of departure is more defi- 
nitely indicated. —oi uy duodoyobvrec, x.7.A., comp. 1 John iv. 2, 3; on 
the N. T. usage of the article before the participle after 0/407, comp. Buttm., 
p. 254 (E. T., 296); ny duoroyety=dpveicbar, The pf is not to be ex- 
plained, with Winer (p. 450 [E. T., 483]), by the fact that the participie 
refers to a representative class (= quicumque non profitentur), but it is used 
just as in 1 John iv. 3: 6 wy duodoyei ; see on this passage. —’Inoodv Xptordv 
épxouevor év oapxi is to be taken just as the words 1 John iv. 2, that run 
almost exactly similarly. The present participle épyéuevov, instead of which 
éAndvO6ra is used there, expresses the idea in itself— apart from the idea of 
time; comp. John vi. 14. Bengel, incorrectly, qui veniebat, with an appeal 
to 3 John 38, for in this passage épyouévwv and yuaptupobvtwr, by their close 
connection with éydpnv, are distinctly indicated as imperfect participles; such 
a connection does not exist here, nor are we to interpret, with Baumgarten- 
Crusius, ‘“‘ He who was to come.” Still more incorrectly Oecumenius takes it 
as future participle, referring it to the second coming of Christ. —oiré¢ 
éoriy 6 wmAGvoc Kal 6 dvTixpLotoc]. obroc refers back to of uh duodoyoivrec, 
«7.4, By 6 madvog the apostle resumes the preceding madva; by & dvri- 
xptotoc he adds a new characteristic. — The definite article indicates these 
ideas as familiar to the readers; the antichrist of whom they have heard, 
comp. 1 John ii. 18. — The singular is here used in collective signification 
(Liicke); the many are the antichrist, inasmuch as the same mveipa ric 
* nadvqg is in all; comp. further, the remarks on 1 John ii. 18. 

Ver. 8. The warning against the deceivers. — Brémete éavrotc, ** take heed 

to yourselves ;”’ BAéxewv with the refl. pron. besides here only in Mark xiii. 9. 
— The construction iva after BAémewv only in 1 Cor. xvi. 10 besides; by éva it 
is not the purpose (“take heed to yourselves, sc. of them, so that”), but the 
- immediate object of their foresight that is stated (contrary to De Wette, 
Braune, and A. Buttm., p. 209).1— iva, «.7.4,].. Whatever may be the correct 
reading, the thought remains essentially the same: the apostle warns his 


1 Braune here adduces various passages of nected is absolute or relative (requiring sup- 
the N. T. in order to vindicate for the particle plement), and he has not reflected that if the 
tva the meaning of purpose (‘so that’’); but clause beginning with tva forms the supple- 
he has not paid attention to the distinction ment of the preceding verbal idea, twa cannot 
whether the verbal idea with which tva is con- be = ‘* 80 that.” 
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readers not to let themselves be deprived, by the false teachers, of the 
blessing of which théy became partakers through the evangelistic work. 
With the reading eipyacayeda those who have worked are John and his asso- 
ciates; that é tiv, or a similar phrase, must be put along with it for more 
particular definition (Liicke), is unfounded, as this more particular definition 
lies in the context itself. with the reading sipyacao#e, on the other hand, it 
is the work of the receivers of the Epistle themselves that is meant, who 
should just as little come short of the attainment of the blessing as the 
former.—The object of épyafeo0ar, indicated by 4, is not exactly the modoc, 
which is also spoken of, but the work directly effected by the labor, the 
result or the fruit of it. Fruit had been obtained in the church by means 
of the work (fruit of knowledge, love, etc.); it was of importance that they 
should not again be deprived of this fruit; this is expressed by u7 arode- 
onte: their loss may also, however, be considered as a loss to those who had 
worked among them by the preaching of the gospel, so that, as far as 
the sense is concerned, the Rec. dmoAécwpev is perhaps justifiable; but the 
reading dmotéoyra, “that they (4) may not be lost,” also gives good sense, 
so that no cause exists for regarding it, with Liicke, as a mere clerical error. 
— If, however, that which was directly obtained by the work be lost again, 
then the future reward (wo#dc) promised to Christians also disappears; 
therefore the apostle antithetically adds: d21d@ wroddv rAHpN dmoAaBnTE. 
With the reading dmoAdBouev we might be disposed to understand by the 
reward the heavenly gift which the apostle himself had to expect on account 
of his work; but he could not be deprived of this by the conduct of those 
among whom he had labored, as it depends not on the result, but on the 
faithfulness of the work; by u1006¢, therefore, must certainly be understood 
the reward which those to whom John is writing have to expect; for this, 
however, the reading dmoA@@Byre is plainly more suitable than droAd3wpev 
(so also Brickner). —yio@dv mARpy is not = wobdy moAvy (Carpzovius), but 
“fullreward;” by tAgpy it is not meant that if they did not exhibit faith- 
fulness they would receive only an imperfect reward, nor even that up to 
the present they had only received a part of the reward (Grotius, Aretius, 
Ebrard), but that the reward which, if they exhibit faithfulness, they shall 
obtain, is a quite full reward, in which there is nothing lacking (Diisterdieck, 
Briickner). 

Ver. 9 brings out clearly the importance of abiding in the truth. — nde 6 
Tpodyav Kal un uévuv], mpoayetv and péverv form a natural antithesis; mpodyew in 
the neuter sense, “to advance farther,” signifies here, in reference to bax, 
“to advance beyond the limits of the (Christian) doctrine,” and contains an 
ironical allusion to the pretensions of the false teachers to have advanced 
to a higher degree of knowledge.!. The Rec. rapa8avov means: “to pass by 
any thing;” we must supply along with it either ra ddayqv (according to 
the analogy of rapaBaivew rv évroagv, Matt. xv. 3), or amd (éx) the ddaxne ; 
comp. Acts i. 25: dmoororqe ag’ (Ree. &§) ae mapé3n *lovdac. It is clearly 


1 When Braune rejects this with the re-- not consider in what connection the above was 
mark. ‘there 1s a bitter truth in fact,” he did said, 
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unwarrantable to supply the idea évroAg out of ver. 7.— Kal ph pévov bv 
th OvdaxyH To’ Xprorod; comp. John viii. 81: pévew gv 7H Adyw TH sud; 
2 Tim. ili. 14.—7r0d Xprorod is not the objective (Sander, Ebrard, etc.), 
but the subjective genitive (Diisterdieck, Ewald, Braune); the doctrine 
which, proceeding from Christ, was proclaimed by the apostles. — @<dv oi« 
éyec; comp. 1 John ii. 23. The doctrine of Christ is the truth; he who has 
not the truth has not God; for in its deepest source the truth is the living 
God Himself. Weiss (p. 29) unsatisfactorily interprets gye.v of the mere 
“possession in knowledge,” in place of which, on p. 77, however, he says, 
“the possession effected by means of the contemplative knowledge of 
Christ,” as if the latter were identical with the former. By the following 
sentence the same thought is expressed positively, and is completed by 
tov viv, which is the cause of changing Oedc to marfp.4 

Ver. 10. Warning against fellowship with false teachers. ef tec Epyerac 
mpoc¢ vuac]. The more particular definition of the mc is contained in the 
following: xa? ... gépe. The particle « is used here because “the case is 
put as if actual’ (Winer). The author assumes the épyecta as really 
occurring, and in reference to it gives the command: pi} AauBavere; if he had 
regarded the coming as a thing which might only possibly occur, he would 
have put éav; hence it is unsuitable to say that ei rec is un-Johannean 
(Ebrard), “for it cannot be un-Johannean to assume a case as a reality” 
(Braune). —xai rabrnv tyv daxnv ob gépei]. Tt. 7. 610., namely, the dd, 10d 
Xpcorov. The phrase gépecv 7. ded. only here in the N. T.; comp. the 
classical uidov, dyyedinv gépew Twi. — On od after ei, see Al. Buttm., p. 299 
(E. T., 848). Grotius rightly says: non de tis qui alient semper fuerunt ab 
ecclesia (1 Cor. v. 10), sed de ws qui volunt fratres haberi et doctrinam evertunt. 
It is only with this interpretation that the prohibition of the apostle can be 
correctly understood. — uy AauPavere avTov éic oixiay is to be understood of the 
hospitable reception into our house, which is to be accorded to the brethren 
as such; the apostle therefore forbids the brotherly reception of such as 
bring not the doctrine of Christ, but another doctrine opposed to it, and are, 
accordingly, assiduous in asserting the latter. The limitation of the pro- 
hibition to the relationship of oAogevia (Rom. xii. 18; Heb. xiii. 2) finds no 
support in the words of the apostle. Now such a xpiow was so much the 
more necessary, the more the false teachers sought to abuse the Christian 
hospitality, in order to gain for themselves access to the churches; comp. 
2 Tim. iii. 6. —xat yaipew abt uh A€yere]. It is arbitrary to limit this prohi- 
bition, with Clemens Alex., to the salutatio, quae fiebat, postquam surgebatur 
ab oratione solemni velut gaudii et pacis indicium; as well as to interpret it in 
that degree of generality which a Lapide gives it when he says: vetat hic 
Joh. omne colloquium, omne consortium, omne commercium cum haereticis ; just 
as little is it to be interpreted, with Vitringa (De Synag. vet., p. 759), of the 
excommunication proper. This prohibition is in closest connection with 


1 According to Ebrard, this verse is a quo- tions, the existence of which can otherwise be 
tation of the passage 1 John ii. 23. But that explained only by arbitrary conjectures in an 
this is not so is shown by the manifold devia- _ artificial way. 
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the preceding, and similarly refers to ei tu épyera mpdc dyiic, «.T.A. 5 it is 
meant to strengthen the former; not merely the hospitable reception into 
the house, but also the friendly greeting of the false teacher, if he comes 
as a Christian brother, is not to take place} (comp. Hofmann, Schrifibew., 
ii. 2, p. 339). The word yaipev, as a formula of salutation, appears 
frequently both in the classics and also in the N. T., especially in Epistles; 
see Wahl on this word. 

Ver. 11. Confirmation of the preceding prohibition. —6é Aéywv yap aito 
zaipew]. The apostle mentions only this one thing, because what he says 
about it is self-evident in regard to the rest also. —xowwvei roic Epyote avTod 
roi¢ movnpoic, i.e., inasmuch as the yaipew 2éyew is not merely an outward 
display of politeness, but an expression of an intimate relation of fellow- 
ship.— By 7a fpya ra movnpé we are to understand, of course, the false 
doctrine, but, at the same time, along with this the whole evil character of 
the false teachers, which was very closely connected with their doctrine.? 

Ver. 12. Justification of the shortness of the Epistle. — 70AAa tywv suiv 
ypadewv, says the apostle, conscious as he was of having only given a few 
brief hints of that which was agitating his mind. —oib« é3ovAqbnv did xGprov 
From the idea ypddew the more general idea of communication 
is to be supplied. — ydprn¢ “ is the Egyptian paper (papyrus), and probably 
the finer augustan sort, which served for letters (Hug, Hinl., i. 106);” 
De Wette. —yédav, besides here, only in 3 John 13; 2 Cor. iii. 3. The 
following words: daaa tAnitw, state the reason of ob« éBovaqOnv; by d2Aa the 
reason is expressed in the form of an antithesis. — yevéofa: mpdc tude}. In 
the phrase: yiyvec@ae mpédc, the ideas of motion, and of rest, are both 
included; comp. yyy. ec, Acts xxi. 17, xxv. 15; the construction with zpéc: 
1 Cor. xvi. 10; comp. John x. 35; Acts x. 13, ete. —xal criua xpd¢ créua 
Aarjoa]. An imitation of the Hebrew maby n3, Num. xii. 8; comp. 
Tpocwrov mpd¢ mpdowror, 1 Cor. xiii. 12.. Similar combinations in the classics 
also; Xen., Mem., ii. 6, 32, ordua mpdc otéua is used of a kiss. —iva f yapa, 
«7.4.3 comp. 1 John i. 4. With the reading juédv (see the critical notes) 
mutual joy is meant; comp. Rom. i. 11, 12. 

Ver. 13. Presentation of the greeting from the children of the xupia’s 
sister. If xvpia were a proper noun, we would have to suppose that the 


kal wé2avoc |. 


1 Ebrard contradicts himself when, in op- 
position to the interpretation given here, he 
first maintains that yatpew Aéyew here is the 
“quite general idea of the greeting of conven- 
tional politeness,” and afterwards interprets : 
“He who greets such a false teacher, i.e., 
keeps up personal acquaintance and conven- 
tional intercourse with him.” 

2 De Wette’s remark, justly rejected by 
Briickner, is utterly erroneous: ‘This prohi- 
bition finds its justification in polemic zeal, 
and the necessity for defence against what 
seemed fatal to the maintenance of the Church. 
We, with the sure foundation of the Christian 
Church, and in accordance with the higher 


view, then perhaps impossible, that man even 
in his errors still remains man, and an ob- 
ject of esteem and love, see in it impatience.” 
— Difficult though it may be under present 
circumstances, considering the development 
which doctrine has taken, in many particular 
cases rightly to apply what is here said by 
John, yet it must still be regarded as a valid 
maxim, not only that the Christian should 
remain conscious of the antithesis between 
anti-Christianity and Christianity, but also 
that he should not deny this consciousness in 
his conduct towards his neighbor. — Besser 
unjustifiably seeks to make use of the expres- 
sion of the apostle as a weapon against union. 
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sister had either already died, or was not with her children near the apostle, 
as he would otherwise certainly have mentioned her.—Such uncertain 
hypotheses are removed by the correct explanation of «pia; now it is self- 
evident that the éde2¢4 is the church from which John wrote this Epistle, 


—and the réxva, therefore, are its individual members; on ric éxAekripc, comp. 
ver. 1. 
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‘ , 
*Iwavvov émiotoAn TptTy. 


The superscription runs in B, 8: ’Iwdvvov y; in C: "Iw. émoroAR y; in G: 
éxiotoAH Tpity Tov dyiov drooTéAov “lwavvov; in the Elzev. ed.: "lwavvov tov dmoord7.ov 
émloToAn KaboALKH TPiTH. 


Ver. 3. 8 omits yép. — Ver. 4. In some min. is found, plainly as a correction, 
rabrne instead of t0v7 av. — Instead of éyw, B (teste Majo) has éywv (not men- 
tioned by Buttm.), and instead of yapav, B, 7, 35, Vulg., ete., read yapiv; Buttm. 
has retained the Rec. — Instead of the Rec. év dAndeia (according to C**, G, K, 
s, Thph., Oec.), A, B, C*, ete., read év 77 aA., which Lachm. and Tisch. have 
accepted; the omission of the article is explained by the preceding év aA., ver. 3. 
— Ver. 5. épyaoy]. Rec., according to B, C, G, K, S, all the min., Thph., Oec. 
(Tisch.), Lachm., following A, Vulg. (operaris), has accepted épyaén, which, 
however, appears to be only an alteration on account of the present voeic, — 
Instead of kai ei¢ trode gévovg (Rec., according to G, K, etc.), xai todro sévoug 
must be read, with A, B, C, &, etc., most of the versions, Lachm., and Tisch. — 
Ver. 6. Ewald arbitrarily conjectures: of¢ éuaptopyoa.— The reading of C, 
moinoacg mpowéuwpecc, is clearly a correction.— Ver. 7. After dvowaroc the 
Elzev. ed., following several min. and some vss., has avtov, which is found in 
none of the greater MSS. (nor, according to Tisch. 7, in B). Buttm. has 
accepted this avrov, and that, too, as the reading of B; Tisch. 2 also ascribes it 
to this codex, but with the remark: e sil. collat. Reiche says: Lachm.: falso 
codicem B pro C avrov citat. Codicem B aitovd non habere nunc e Maji atque 
Kuenii et Cobeti edit. constat.—On the reading #§7A@av (Lachm., Tisch. 7), 
comp. 2 John 7.— Instead of édvav, Ree., according to G, K, ete., Lachm, and 
Tisch. have with justice accepted é@v«ov, which is the reading of A, B, OC, x, 
and many others; Reiche, however, regards é#@vwy as the original reading. — 
— Ver. 8. amodaupavev]. Rec., following C**, G, K, etc. Instead of it A, B, 
C*, &, etc., read ttoAau3averv, which Lachm. and Tisch. have accepted, and in 
favor of which Reiche also declares himself. Both words are, in the significa- 
tion in which they are here used, a7. Aeyoueva; the overwhelming authorities are 
in favor of t70A, — Instead of tH dAndeia, N* reads TH éxxAnoia, clearly a correc- 
tion. — Ver. 9. After éypapa, A, B, C, 8 (Lachm., Tisch.), read 7 The Rec. 
is only supported by G, K, some min., ete.1. Two min., 29, 66**, have dy mT: 
and some others dv without 7; the Vulg.: scripsissam forsitan. These readings 
have arisen from an erroneous interpretation of the thought. — Ver. 10. Instead 
of BovAopévove is found in C, several min., Vulg.: éxcdexouévove; a correc- 


1 Reiche incorrectly says : ‘* Lectiones variae reads €ypawas (Reiche), has not been ob- 
a rec. discedentes singulae non satis testatae served either by Tischendorf 7 or by Butt- 
sunt;,’’ whereas the overwhelming evidences mann. Should it be the case, it must be 
decide in favor of 7. being original. That B regarded merely as a clerical error. 
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tion. In¥, the preposition é is wanting before rig éxxAnoiac. — Ver. 11. The dé 
between 6 and kaxoroiGv (Rec.) is, according to almost all the authorities, to be 
deleted; it was interpolated to mark the antithesis. — Ver. 12. In Cod. C, to 
the words t7¢ GAnbeiac, tHe éxxAnoiac «ai is further prefixed. In A the reading 
is uncertain; according to the statement of Tisch., A* probably reads é««A7- 
otiac¢ instead of dAnbsiac; Lachm. states the reading thus: ‘‘dAy . . . @ac corr. 
A,... Ga¢ pr. A.”? —oidare]. Rec., according to G, K, etc., several vss., Thph., 
Oec. (Tisch.). In A, B, C, 8, Vulg., etc., on the other hand, is found oidac, 
which Griesb. recommendéd, and Lachm. accepted. —If the overwhelming 
evidences were not for oldac, we might regard it as a correction, as oldare 
seemed objectionable in an Epistle addressed to one person. — Ver. 13. Instead 
of ypapev (Rec., according to G, K, etc., Oec.), the reading of A, B, C, x, etc., 
almost all versions, Thph.: ypdayac oot, accepted by Lachm, and Tisch., is to be 
preferred. — The reading in A, od« é80vA707», instead of ob OéAv, has origi- 
nated in 2 John 12. — Though the Ree. (according to G, K, etc., Thph., Oec.) 
has yeapa at the close of the verse, A, B, C, &, etc., here read ypdgerv, which is 
justly accepted by Lachm. and Tisch. The pronoun oo is put after the verb in 
A, ete., Vulg., etc. (Lachm.); most of the authorities, however, decide in favor 
of its position before the verb (Tisch.). — Ver. 14. Instead of the Rec. ideiv o€ 
(G, K, &, several versions, etc.), ce (deév is probably to be read, with A, B, C, 
ete. (Lachm., Tisch.).— Ver. 15. Instead of of pido, A has of ddeAgoi; 
clearly a correction. —¥, sol., has domacac for domafov. —Only a few codd. 
(G, some min., etc.) have at the close the word au4v.— The subscription runs 
in A, B, &, lodvvov 7; in G, émoroay Y Tov ayiov dmootéAov ’Iwavvov; in other 
codd., still more prolix. 


Ver. 1. Superscription. On 6 mpecBitepoc, see the Introd., sec. 1. 
With regard to the person of Caius, nothing particular is known; that he is 
identical with one of two (or three) Caiuses who are mentioned as friends 
and helpers of the Apostle Paul (comp. Acts xix. 29, xx. 4; 1 Cor. i. 14; 
and Rom. xvi. 23), is at least improbable.! It is also uncertain whether 
he is the same person as the Caius who, according to the Constitt. Apostol., 
vii. 46, is said to have been appointed by John as bishop in Pergamos (Mill., 
Whiston). That he was presbyter of the Church (Kostlin), does not follow 
from ver. 8. The apostle expresses his love to Caius in the epithet 1 dya- 
mnta; how sincere it was, is shown by the fact that he not only adds: 6» éya 
dyara@ év dAndeia (comp. with this 2 John 1), but also addresses him three 
times in the Epistle by ayayré. On év da. Oecumenius here well observes: 
év dAndgia dyand 6 Kata Kipiov dyaravy évdiabéty ayany. 

Ver. 2. Instead of with the usual formula of greeting, the Epistle begins 
with a wish for the welfare of Caius.— ep? navtwr].  ravtwv is not mascu- 
line (Paulus: “on account of all, i.e., for the good of all”), but neuter. 
Several commentators, Beza, Castellio, Wahl, Liicke (first edition), Ewald, 
Diisterdieck, etc., interpret rep? ravtwav = mpd ravruv here, and connect it 


1 Liicke thinks that if he was one of these, however, regards it as probable that he was 
he would only be the Caius of Derbe (Acts the same as the Caius mentioned in 1 Cor. i. 
xx. 4); yet he states no reason for this opin- 14, whom he distinguishes as the Corinthian 
ion, but merely refers to Wolf’s Curae; Wolf, Caius from the Caius of Derbe. 
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with eyouat; but usus Joquendi and thought are opposed to this. Although 
mepi in some passages in Homer indicates precedence, yet this signification is 
utterly foreign to the LXX. and the N. T.; besides, it is not to be supposed 
that the apostle would have so specially emphasized the wish referring to 
the external circumstances of life; mep? mavrwr, with most of the commen- 
tators (even Liicke, second edition), is rather to be connected with oe ebo- 
dovodaz (though not with tyaiverr) in its usual signification, “in regard to 
all things.” In reply to the objection which has been made out of the posi- 
tion of the words, Liicke with justice remarks: “it is put first with rhetor- 
ical emphasis, corresponding to # wvx%, which is compared with it, at the 
end.” —ebxoua, it is true, means also “to pray” (Jas. v. 15), but usually, 
“to wish,” so here also; that with John it was an ebyeobar mpdc rdv Oedy, is 
self-evident. —ce evodotcdar kal byaive]. evodododar, besides here, is 
only found in Rom. i. 10 and 1 Cor. xvi. 2; in both passages it means, “to 
be fortunate” (see Meyer on Rom. i. 10); similarly it signifies here also pros- 
perity; comp. the detailed account of the usage of the word in the classics 
and in the LXX. by Liicke and Diisterdieck on this passage. — The apostle 
wishes that it may go well and happily with Caius in all ezternal circum- 
stances; that it is just these he has in view in zévtw», is clear from the con- 
trasted poy). By means of byaivew (= “to be in health,” comp. Luke v. 31, 
vii. 10, and other passages) one element of the general evodoicta is brought 
specially out. It is not to be inferred from the wish which is expressed, that 
Caius had been ill (Diisterdieck). — ka6d¢ evododrai cov 7 py]. By the pros- 
perity of the soul of Caius, to which the external welfare was to correspond, 
it is not the natural condition, as the sequel shows, but the Christian state 
of salvation, that is to be understood. 

Ver. 3. Confirmation of the foregoing statement. — éyapyv yap Aiav, see 
on 2 John 4. When and why the apostle:felt such a joy, is stated in the two 
following participial sentences, of which, however, as far as the sense is con- 
cerned, the first is subordinate to the second; & Mons: lorsque les fréres qui 
sont venus ont rendu témoignage. —paprepeiv, with the dative of the thing, 
“to testify of any thing;” comp. vy. 6, 12; John iii. 26, v. 33, xviii. 37. — 
By cov 7H dAnbeia it is not the truth in the objective sense (Calovius: veritas 
evangelii) in so far as Caius had received it, but the truth in the subjective 
sense, that is to be understood (so also Liicke, Diisterdieck, Braune, etc.): 
the inner Christian life, which is born of the truth, is itself truth; some 
commentators incorrectly limit the idea to a single element of it; e.g., 
Lorinus to liberalitas. — The addition, xadd¢ od év dAndeia meperateig (comp. 
2 John 4), serves as an explanation of the preceding: “namely how thou,” 
etc. In the fact that the brethren testified that Caius was walking in the 
truth, they bore a testimony to the truth that was in him. The sentence is 
not “a direct sentence” (Baumgarten-Crusius: “as thou indeed art living 
in accordance with the truth”) by which “John adds his testimony to that 
of the brethren (Besser) in order to confirm it” (Ebrard), but “an indirect 
sentence” (Briickner) dependent on yaprupobvtwv, on which a special emphasis 
is laid, as also the dxovw in ver. 4 shows (so also Diisterdieck, Braune). ai 
is emphatically used.m contrast to those who do not walk éy dAngeia. 
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Ver. 4 serves as confirmation of éyapyv Aiav, —peorepav]. Grotius: est 
ad intendendam significationem comparativus e comparativo factus; similar 
formations occur in the classical language of poets and later writers; see 
Winer, p. 67 [E. T., 69]; in the N. T., comp. Eph. iii. 8.—rodrev obk Exo 
Xapav iva, x.7.A, —“I have not a greater joy than this, that;” rottwv is not used 
for raéryc, but “as an indefinite word is to be connected with the more 
definite iva” (Liicke); some commentators incorrectly supply “#” before 
iva. John xv. 13 is to be compared with this passage; only that rabrye is 
used there, but it does not refer, however, to something preceding, but finds 
its explanation in the following iva.1—ra éua réxva, not “all Christians ;” 
but neither merely the converts of John, but the members of the churches 
which were under the special fatherly direction of the apostle (so also 
Braune). 

Vv. 5, 6. Praise of Caius for his qAogevia, induced by that which he ex- 
hibited towards the brethren (ver. 3).— aortdv maic 6 dav, «.7.A.]. By morov 
the conduct (ozic) of Caius, which he had shown towards the brethren, 
is described as faithful, i.e., corresponding to the Christian profession. 
Ebrard’s view, that miordv moeiv is = the classical mordv (= miotw) roveiopat 
in the sense of “to give a pledge of faithfulness, a guaranty,” cannot be 
grammatically justified. By édv (= a) the idea is generalized : “ every thing 
whatever.” — sic rove adeAdode kai tobTo Sévovc]. With the construction épydgecbar 
eic, comp. Matt. xxvi. 10. By «ai rodro it is brought out that the ddeAdoi to 
whom Caius is showing his love are éévo; even with the reading kal éi¢ tod¢ 
sévove the thought remains the same: «ai, namely, is epexegetically used = 
“and that too;” as the éévo: were Christians, they cannot be distinguished 
from the ddeAgoi. Liicke takes xai in a specializing sense, “and particularly 
or especially ;” but it is not brotherly love in general, but just the g:Aogevia, 
that is the subject here. That is to say, the apostle in this praise has 
specially in view what Caius had done to the brethren who had come to 
him (the Ap.: ver. 3), and who are also spoken of in vv. 6 and 7; these, 
however, were ¢évo1.2— Ver. 6. of éuapripnoay cov th dydmn évorioy éxxAnoiac]. 
That oi “dissociates the concrete representation of some from the generic 
representation of séro” (De Wette), is incorrect: it rather refers directly to 
the previously mentioned strange brethren. By évemiov éxxAnoiag we are not 
to think of the church to which Caius belonged, but of that in which John 
was sojourning. —ob¢ Kakoc rovjoetc, x.7.4.]. The same brethren that had 
come from Caius to John wanted to return thither again, in order from 
thence to continue their missionary journey (ver. 7). John now recom- 
mends them to the loving care of Caius. —ot¢ are not others (De Wette), 


to the demonstrative pronoun, to state the 
meaning of the latter, 


1 In opposition to Meyer, who says on the 
passage cited, ‘the usual view, according to 


which tva is taken as the explanation of tavrns, 
does not correspond to the idea of purpose 
which is contained in iva,” it may be observed 
that in the wsus loguendi of the N. T., tva has 
by no means retained the idea of purpose in 
its distinctness, and often serves, in reference 


2 The present movets is not opposed to this 
view, as it would seem to be; it is explained 
by the fact that the apostle regards the single, 
special case, as an evidence of the ¢iAogevia of 
Caius in general. 
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but the same as were spoken of in the preceding sentence. The combina- 
tion of the future ojoec and the aorist participle mpoméupac is strange, as 
the two verbs do not denote two different actions, but the Kxadrdc moveiv 
consists in the mponéumew; it is different in Mark xiii. 18, Acts xxiv. 25, 
Rom. xv. 28, where two different actions are placed in connection with one 
another, and the aorist participle is used in the sense of the fut. exacti (see 
Winer, p. 321 [E. T., 342]). This has not been properly noticed by the 
commentators. The explanation of Diisterdieck: “The aorist form is to 
be explained by the fact that the good deed will consist in this, that Caius 
will have worthily brought the brethren forward,” does not solve the diffi- 
culty, as the good deed consists in the bringing them forward itself. The 
apostle may have used the aorist, however, in the feeling that “the action of 
Caius is only completed when he has accomplished the equipment and escort 
of the brethren” (Braune). The same connection is found in Eurip., Orest., 
1210 ff.: ebrvyqoouev . . . éAdvtec, which Matthiae (Ausf. Gramm., second 
edition, p. 1087) translates, “if we are so fortunate as to take;”} in 
accordance with which we may translate here also, “thou shalt act worthily 
to accompany them.” Luther, incorrectly, “thou hast done well that thou 
hast sent them on their journey;” in the revised edition, 1867, correctly, 
“thou shalt do well if thou sendest them on their journey.” Ebrard 
arbitrarily conjectures, éxoinoac. —It is quite evident from the connection 
with the sequel, that by cade mougoece John wants to encourage Caius to the 
mporéurew. The reading rowjoac mponéupere means: “whom thou, after thou 
hast treated them well, shalt bring forward on their journey.” With kara 
mosiv, comp. Acts x. 18, Phil. iv. 14; with zporéurew = “to fit out for a 
journey,” Rom. xv. 24, 1 Cor. xvi. 6, 16, Tit. iii. 18. — dgiwe rod God (comp. 
1 Thess. 11. 12; Col. i. 10) does not belong to xa. roujoetc, but to mpoméupac 
= “as worthy of God, with all care and love” (Liicke). 

Ver. 7. Confirmation of the exhortation that has been uttered: the 
brethren deserve such help, for, ete. atnxép yap rod dvouatoc &&726av]. With 
the Rec. reading, dvoyuato¢ airod, abvrod refers back to tod Ocod; but this abrod 
is to be regarded as an interpolation; 7d dvoua (without aizod) is neither 
‘the Christian doctrine or religion,” nor “the name of the brethren’? 
(Paulus: “because they were called missionaries”), but “the name of 
Christ” (Liicke, De Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, Braune, etc.), as 
in Acts v. 41 (according to the correct reading); comp. also Jas. ii. 7, and 
Tgnatii ep. ad Ephes., cap. 3 and 7. — tnép is here used in the same sense as 
in Rom. i. 6, and ééépyecda as in Acts xv. 40 (Liicke, De Wette, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Sander, Braune, ete.); so that the sense is: for the sake of the 
name of Christ, i.e., for the spread of it, they went forth (as missionaries). 
Several commentators (Beza, Schmidius, Bengel, Carpzovius, Wolf) connect 
épA0av with dnd trav Ovixdv [ver] in the sense: expulsi sunt a paganis: but 
this idea is arbitrarily imported into #é7Aeav;2 besides, the connection with 


1 The whole passage in Euripides runs: — 2 Grotius, indeed, correctly connects amo 
néer 8 es ovkovs Epprovy tivos xpovov; tT. Ov. With AanBavovres, but interprets égA- 
QS TAAAG. y’ ELTras, ELTEP EVTUXYTOMEV, Gov: ‘a Judaea ejecti sunt per Judaeos in- 


KaAAta# , cAovTes OKUMVOV avoctov SoKa. credulos;’’ the erroneous idea that the apostle 
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ard tT. £6v. is unsuitable, because then the words pndiy AauBivorvrec remain too 
indefinite. The assertion of Wolf, that AauBavew is not construed with azé, 
is refuted by Matt. xvii. 25. By the addition, pndev AauBavovtec and Tov 
e6vixav, the necessity of assisting these brethren is brought out. The present 
participle is either used in the imperfect sense (ver. 3), or—as is more 
probable — it is used in order to indicate the pmdtv AapBavew and 7. 26v. as the 
maxim of these missionaries (so also Diisterdieck and Braune). It is very 
usual to regard this maxim as the same as that which Paul took for his, and 
of which he speaks in passages like 1 Cor. ix. 18; 2 Cor. xi. 7 ff., xii. 16 ff.; 
1 Thess. ii. 9 ff.; but amd rav t0vucdv (= €9vuv, comp. Matt. vi. 7, xviii. 17) 
does not suit this: the maxim of Paul was not to make the care for his 
support an obligation on the churches among which he labored, but here it 
is heathen that are spoken of. It was by these that these missionary brethren 
would not allow themselves to be assisted, because they did not want to 
build up Christ’s work by the wealth of the heathen, but trusted to Chris- 
tians that in Christian love they would provide for them what was needful.1 

Ver. 8 indicates “the highest point of view for Christian ¢:Aogevia” 
(Liicke). — jueic obv]. “ qusic emphatically forms the antithesis to of é@vicoi; 
as they take nothing from the Gentiles, we Christians are bound to take an 
interest in them; ddeiAouev dmodauBavev todo ToobTovc], brodauBavecy is just 
as little used in the N. T., in the sense of hospitable reception (Oec. 
bmodéxecda) as the drmoAauGaverv that is found in the Rec. In the classics 
it appears (but not drodau3éver) both in this meaning and in the modified 
signification, “to support” (so in Strabo: of ebropot rode évdecic bmoAapBavovor) 5 
so it is to be taken here also, and in connection with it the play upon words, 
between AauBavovrec and imo... AauBavew, must not be overlooked. —iva 
ouvepyot ywvaueba TH GAnoeia]. Confirmation of ddeiAouev. The dative ry ddné. 
is not dependent on ovy; Vulg., wt cooperatores simus veritatis ; Luther, “so 
that we may be helpers of the truth” (so Grotius, Bengel, Besser, ete.); but 
it is the dative of reference, and ovy refers back to rod¢ rowbrove (Brickner, 
Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Braune): “so that we may be their fellow-workers for 
the truth;” comp. 2 Cor. viii. 28, Col. iv. 11, where instead of the dative 
the preposition ei¢ is used. 

Vv. 9,10. Notice of Diotrephes. — éypaya re rH éxxAnoia]. The 7, which 
according to the authorities is probably genuine, does not serve, as Liicke 
rightly remarks, to intensify = “something important,” but rather to weaken 
= “something, a little.” — The reading, éypapa dv (Vulg.: scripsissem forsitan), 
has originated in the idea that the apostle would not write an epistle, of the 
unsuccessfulness of which he was previously convinced. The church to 
which the apostle wrote is not that from which the brethren (ver. 7) went 
forth (Bengel, Besser), but that to which Caius belonged. The opinion 
that this writing is the so-called First Epistle of John (Wolf, Storr, etc.) is 
just as untenable as the view that it is the Second Epistle of John (Ewald, 


considered the Jews as the antithesis of the 1 Ewald unsuitably deduces this maxim 
Gentiles has clearly led him to this arbitrary from the command of Christ, Matt. x. 8-10. 
interpretation, 
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Besser, etc.), for the contents of these two have nothing in common with 
the cireumstances which are here alluded to. This writing must, according 
to the context in which it is mentioned, have treated of the reception or 
support of the missionary brethren. If it was only such a short occasional 
writing, it is easily intelligible how it may have been lost; besides, however, 
it is natural to suppose that it was withheld from the church by Diotrephes. 
— G22 b didonpuretwv abrav Avtpedne ob« émdéyerar jude]. In these words .the 
apostle expresses the experience which he had had of Diotrephes. It may 
be assumed that the apostle wrote to the church of Diotrephes in regard to 
the reception of the missionary brethren, and that the bearers of the epistle 
reported to him the conduct of Diotrephes, which he now tells to Caius. 
As to the more particular circumstances of Diotrephes, nothing further is 
known. From what John says about him, it cannot be inferred either that 
he was presbyter, or that he was deacon of the church; yet the contrary con- 
clusion cannot either be drawn. When Grotius represents him as an oppo- 
nent of the Jewish Christians, and others, on the contrary, regard him as a 
false teacher of Jewish or Gnostic views, these are unfounded conjectures ; 
if either the one or the other were the case, John would certainly have indi- 
cated it. John only accuses him of one thing, namely, the g:Aoxpuretew, from 
which his unchristian conduct resulted. gcsAompwrederv is a am. Aey.3 yeb 
in the later Greek writers g:Aémpwrog and giAompwreia appear. The scholion 
in Matthiae rightly explains 6 giAompwtebwv by 6 toapravwv Ta mpwreia: he 
ambitiously arrogated to himself the highest authority in the church, which 
made himself an opponent of the apostle. By what means he was able to 
obtain validity for this assumption, we do not know; perhaps by assembling 
the church in his house. —avrod refers to éxxAnoia, as a collective idea. — 
ovK émidéxeobar Hudc]. émdéyeota, in the N. T. only here and in ver. 10, 
means “to receive;’? it is incorrect to change jude into “our epistles or 
exhortations ” (Grotius, Liicke, De Wette, etc.). In the fact that Diotrephes 
rejected the communication of the apostle, and refused to receive the brethren 
recommended in it, he justly obtained rejection for himself (so also Braune). 
It is unnecessary, therefore, to ascribe to émdéyeofa here the modified mean- 
ing, “to accept, to let pass,” in which it appears in the classics. Ver. 10. 
dia rodto, édv tdw, brouvgow, x.7.A.]. Though, in the absence of John, 
Diotrephes resisted his authority, yet John hoped by his presence to obtain 
for it its due weight, and therefore he had resolved to come himself to that 
church, and personally to oppose the intrigues of Diotrephes. — With irourqou, 
which is here used with the secondary signification of blame, it is not neces- 
sary to supply airév; although Diotrephes is meant, yet John did not write 
abrov, because he had in view at the same time all those who adhered to him 
(so Braune, correctly); comp. 2 Tim. ii. 14. In what the épya of Diotrephes, 
to which the apostle intends the tmoumuvf@oxew to refer, consisted, the follow- 
ing participial clauses state.1— Adyoc movgpoig GAvapiv jude]. gAvapeiv (in the 


1 Ewald strangely overlooks the following on this painful incident; he breaks off ab 


words when, after translating the preceding ‘ ruptly, to turn back to the good, exclaiming, 
words, he says: ‘‘ But the author cannot dwell _Beloved!” ete, ; 
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N. T. a Gr. Aey.; the adj. ¢Adapoc, 1 Tim. v. 138) = nugari; Oecumenius para- ; 
phrases it by Aowopeiv, xaxodoyeiv: this, however, does not express the idea of 
the chatter that says nothing, which is contained in @Avapeiv. The verb, in 
itself intransitive, is here construed with the accusative (as @p.aySetw, Col. 
ii. 15; vabyreiw, Matt. xxviii. 19), thus, “he prates against us slanderously 
with wicked words.” —xat uh dpkobpevoc éxt tobroe]. Diotrephes did not con- 
tent himself with givapeiv against the apostle alone (dpxeio#a is only here 
used in construction with éxi; elsewhere the dative is found; Luke iii. 14; 
Heb. xiii. 5, and other passages); he injured the brethren also. —otre abrdc 
énidéxerat Tode ddeAgore Kal, x.7.2,]. With obre the following «ai corresponds; 
abréc is contrasted with rod¢ BovaAouévovc. — There is no reason to take éméé- 
xeoda here in a different sense from that of ver. 9, although it takes a dif- 
ferent bearing towards different persons, one way in regard to the apostle, 
another way in regard to the ddeAgoi, who are here mentioned, and who are 
to be regarded as téva; they are the same as were spoken of previously 
(ver. 7, etc.).— With rove Bovaouévove we are to understand éndéysca 
abvrotc (C reads just émdexouévouc instead of Bova,); there were therefore some 
persons in the church who were ready to receive the strangers, in opposition 
to Diotrephes; but Diotrephes did not permit it, nay, he opposed them with 
all force. — kat éx rao éxkAnoiac éxBaArec]. It is not rode ddeAdode¢, but 
Tod¢ PBovdouévove, that is the object. —éxBuArery éx THe ExkAnoiac signifies 
expulsion from the church, as the object is not rode ddeAgotc, but rove Bovao- 
pévouc; the expression is arbitrarily weakened if we understand by it merely 
that “ Diotrephes no longer admitted those who opposed him to the meetings - 
of the church which he held in his house” (Braune). The common opinion 
is, that Diotrephes had actually already expelled some persons from the 
church, whether irregularly by means of faction, or with arrogant violence, 
or whether by intrigues he had brought about resolutions of the church to 
that effect; but it is also possible that the apostle describes as an act of 
Diotrephes what he in his pride had threatened to do, so that the expression 
then is one of keen irony. —If arbitrary hypotheses are not admitted, we 
must regard as the cause of the behavior of Diotrephes only his vanity — 
which showed itself in his g:Aompwretew. By the way in which a part of the 
church (especially Caius) had interested itself in the strangers, and had been 
mentioned in John’s communications on the subject, Diotrephes, in his vanity, 
had probably felt offended, and this had excited his anger, which led him to 
the conduct which John rebukes in such simple but severe words. 

Ver. 11. From the special case the apostle deduces an exhortation of 
general import. — ui psuod 1d naxdv, GAAd 7d dyad6v]. On piuerodat, comp. espe- 
cially Heb. xiii. 7.— The expressions, 7d caxdv and 7d dyadéy, can so much 
the less be regarded as un-Johannean (De Wette), as in John v. 29 the cor- 
responding antithesis, ra dya0a and ré gadda, is found, and in John xviii. 23 
the neuter singular 7d xaxov. The additional sentence, 6 dyaforomy ... Tdv 
@e6v, expresses the same thought that frequently appears in the First Epistle 
of John, especially in chap. iii. 6. — The ideas, dyadoraeiv and kaxoroeiv, are 
to be taken quite generally, and must not be limited to the special virtue of 
benevolence (a Lapide, Lorinus, Grotius, Paulus); comp. 1 Pet, ii. 14, 15, 20, 


656 THE THIRD EPISTLE OF JOHN. 


iii. 6, 17.— The corresponding expressions, é« tod Ocod elvat and éwpa- 
xévat tov Ged», are used also in the First Epistle of John; but why the 
Johannean ov« éyvw rdv Oedv (1 John iv. 8), should be more conformable to 
the style of John than the equally Johannean ody édpaxe rdv Ocdv (1 John 
iii. 6), as Liicke and De Wette think, is not quite perceptible. 

Ver. 12. As the apostle, by uw yxyod 7d xaxov, has warned Caius against 
imitation of Diotrephes, so he now puts Demetrius before him as an example 
for imitation —corresponding to 444d 7d dyadév. Who this Demetrius was, 
however, and where he had his abode, is not stated. Ebrard thinks that he 
had been one of the Bovaduevoe (ver. 10) in the church of Diotrephes, and had 
perhaps been excommunicated by him; but in that case Caius must have 
known him, so that he did not require this strong testimony of the apostle 
in his favor; the view that he was the bearer of the Epistle (Diisterdieck, 
Liicke, etc.) is more probable. — peyapripyra: refers — in accordance with 
John’s usage of the perfect—not merely to a past, but also to a present 
record. japrupeto#ac frequently appears in the same absolute way as here, 
especially in the Acts; comp. chap. vi. 3, x. 22, and passim. — xavrwv is not 
to be extended to the heathen, with Oecumenius and Theophylact, but refers 
to the church to which Demetrius belonged; Ebrard incorrectly understands 
by it “the brethren,” vv.-10, 7,5; the apostle would have distinctly men- 
tioned them, and besides, the zévtwy, which is clearly used emphatically, 
would be unsuitable in reference to them. —«al tn’ abrig tie dAndeiac]. 
Whilst the commentators are agreed in this, that the truth is here personi- 
fied, they deviate widely from one another in their more particular definition 
of the idea; most of them understand by it the life of Demetrius as that 
which testifies for him, whether they interpret dAjea = reality (Hornejus: 
ipsa rei veritas; Grotius: res qpsae) or as the life itself, in so far as it is a 
testimony to his virtue (Beausobre: c’est @ dire, que sa conduite est un témoin 
réel de sa vertu). This, however, is incorrect, as both the expression itself 
(airy 7 GAjdea) and also its position (between mavtec and jwyeic) indicate that 
the apostle meant by 7 4af#ea something objectively contrasted with Deme- 
trius. Diisterdieck (with whom Braune agrees) has rightly perceived this; 
but as he at the same time retains the reference to the life, he finds the 
testimony of the objective Christian truth in the fact that it gives command- 
ments to man, and that, inasmuch as Demetrius fulfils them, it is by these 
commandments that the truth bears a good testimony to him. But apart 
from the fact that this introduction of the commandments cannot be justi- 
fied, the whole interpretation has something too artificial to permit of its 
being regarded as correct. The hypothetical interpretation of Liicke: “if 
the infallible Christian truth, comp. ver. 3, itself were asked, it would give 
him a good testimony” (similarly Schlichting), does not suit the positive 
ueuaptipnta. It is too far-fetched, with Baumgarten-Crusius, to regard the 
result of the Christian activity of Demetrius as the testimony of the truth 
to him. A simple, clear idea would be brought out if, with Sander, we 
could regard it as “a special testimony which John had received through 
the Holy Ghost in reference to Demetrius ;” but there is no justification for 
this. The correct way will be to interpret in’ abric tig dAndeiac in close con- 
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nection with ixd ravrwy, and to conclude that the apostle adds the former in 
order to bring out:the fact that the good report of all has its origin not 
merely in their human judgment, but in the testimony of the da7@ea which 
dwells in them (so also Briickner); and that the expression air? 7 dAjbea is 
not merely a personification, but isa description of the Holy Ghost (comp. 
1 John v. 6: 7d swvedpa éorw 7 dAQ0ea). The opinion that airy 7 dAgdea, in 
contrast with rayrec, cannot be the truth that produces their testimony, and 
that testifies for Demetrius (Ebrard,! Braune), is refuted by John xv. 26, 27, 
as here, in a quite similar way, the testimony of the Spirit of truth is con- 
joined with the testimony of the disciples, the latter being produced and 
confirmed by the former. — To the testimony of all, the apostle further 
specially adds his own: kai jueic 6? paprepoiuev]. By kat... dé a stronger 
emphasis is laid on jyeic. — With kal oidac, x.7.2., comp. John xix. 85, xxi. 24. 
— By the reading, oidare, Caius and his friends are addressed together. 

Vv. 18, 14. The same thoughts as in 2 John 12; even the expression is 
little different; this agreement is most naturally explained by the contem- 
poraneousness of the two Epistles. — modAd eixov ypapa]. “I would have many 
things to write to thee, but . . .;”’ as in Acts xxv. 22; comp. Winer, p. 265 
(E. T., 282); A. Buttmann, p. 187 (E. T., 216 f.) (De Wette); an dy is not 
omitted. Diisterdieck and Ebrard translate: “I had much to write,” unsuit- 
ably, because the apostle is not speaking of the past, but of the present. — 
Instead of paper (Second John), it is the «dAayoc, “the writing-reed,” that is 
mentioned as the writing material along with the ink. — On éAmigw 68, «.7.”.5 
see édv 226w, ver. 10. 

Ver. 15. eipnvy co]. The blessing at the end of the First Epistle of 
Peter runs similarly; comp. besides, Gal. vi. 16; Eph. vi. 23; 2 Thess. 
ili. 16 (also Rom. xv. 33; 2 Cor. xiii. 11; 1 Thess. v. 23; Heb. xiii. 20). — 
dordbovrai ce oi didot, x.7.A.]. It is in harmony with the character of the 
Epistle, as a private communication, that John does not send greetings from 
the whole church, but from the special friends of Caius, and so also commis- 
sions him with greetings only to his (the apostle’s) gia. The latter was the 
more natural, as indeed a part of the church was at enmity with John. — 
On «ar’ dvoua, comp. John x. 3; it belongs to domagov, and is = dvouaori (see 
Meyer on this passage); the personal relationship is thereby emphasized, as 
Caius is to greet every one of the friends specially (by name). 


1 Ebrard’s view, that we are here ‘‘to con- (!) in the fact that for the sake of the aA7Oeva 
sider the truth as a power and might showing he endured serious ill-treatment or suffering,” 
itself in the life of Demetrius; the truth which is clearly affected, apart from other defects, 
mightily showed itself in him in those days in by arbitrary importations. 
the relations with Diotrephes, without doubt 
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INTRODUCTION. 


SEC. 1.—AUTHOR AND READERS OF THE EPISTLE. 


Tue author to his name Jude subjoins the particular designations: 
"Inoov Xprorovd dovdAoc and ddeAgdc dé laxaBov. The first of these designations is 
no evidence against his apostleship, as Arnaud correctly observes (see 
Phil. i. 1; Philem, 1); but the second is, inasmuch as it is not credible 
that an apostle, in order to make himself known, should have named 
himself according to his relationship to another, whether that other be an 
apostle or not. It is true, in ordér to prove the identity of the author of 
this Epistle with the Apostle Jude, whom Matthew (x. 3) names AeBBaioc 
(Rec. adds: 6 émxAndele Oaddaioc), and Mark (iii. 18) Oaddaioc, the fact has 
been appealed to that Luke (Acts i. 138; Luke vi. 16) calls him “Iotdac 
‘laxoBov; but it is arbitrary to supply to ‘laxéBov, ddedgdc, instead of the 
usual supplement vicg; see Meyer on Luke vi. 16. It is to be observed, 
against Winer (Bibl. Realw., under the word Judas), who will supply deAddc, 
because in Matt. x. 3 and Mark iii. 18, Lebbzus is directly united by «ai 
with James as an apostolic pair, that this is properly only the case in the 

‘first passage; but in that very passage, where a brotherly relationship exists, 
as with Peter and Andrew, and with John and James, this is expressly 
stated; whilst Philip and Bartholomew, Thomas and Matthew, Simon and 
Judas Iscariot, are united together by «ai, without any assertion that these 
pairs so united are brothers. The very mode and manner, then, in which 
James the son of Alpheus, and Jude, are placed together in the apostolic 
lists, proves that they were not brothers. — Further, if it be possible that 
an apostle could refer to the apostles generally, as is done in this Epistle 
(vv. 17, 18), yet that mode of expression is more natural in the mouth of 
one who was not an apostle than in the mouth of an apostle. —Jude does 


not more definitely state who this James was, whom he calls his brother. 
659 
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But doubtless he was that James who, from an early period, stood at the 
head of the church in Jerusalem. — Since, then, from preponderating 
proofs (see Introduction, section 1, to commentary on the Epistle of James), 
it is to be assumed that this James, who was called the brother of the Lord, 
is not identical with the Apostle James the son of Alpheus, it is also not 
to be doubted that Jude is not a brother of the latter, but of the former, 
and, consequently, likewise a brother of Jesus. That, nevertheless, he does 
not call himself the brother of Jesus, cannot appear strange, since the 
bodily relationship to the Lord must retire before the spiritual relationship, 
which he expresses by the appellation "Inco Xpuotod dodAoc; it is the same 
reason which induced James in his Epistle not to designate himself as a 
brother of the Lord.— We possess only very uncertain notices of the 
personal history and labors of Jude (for an account .of them, see Arnaud), 
which are the less to be considered as historical, since they are not only 
frequently contradictory, but also in them the author of the Epistle and the 
Apostle Jude are confounded together. 

The readers, for whom this Epistle was primarily intended, are described 
only in the most general terms, and neither their locality nor their condition 
is definitely stated. There is no indication that the Epistle was written 
Arnaud, indeed, with truth remarks: “Jude 


expounds his proofs in a manner peculiar to the Jews. 


only to Jewish Christians. 
From the beginning 
to the end he uses their mode of speech and their manner of expressing an 
idea; he employs images and comparisons, makes allusions, and uses myths, 


1 Thiersch (Herst. des. Hist. Standp., etc., 
p- 4280 f.) rightly observes: ‘‘If ever a critical 
view concerning historical persons was arti- 
ficial and unnatural, assuredly that is which 
regards the brothers of the Lord as the cousins 
of Jesus, the sons of Clopas and a Mary, a 
sister of the mother of Christ. Herder’s argu- 
ment against this view is so obvious and 
striking, that it is almost unintelligible how 
such an hypothesis, which does violence to a 
series of passages, should even down to our 
times be maintained by critics.’”?—If, on the 
contrary, Dietlein (‘* Review of Arnaud’s Re- 
searches,” etc., in the Allg. Repert.von Reuter, 
August, 1851) maintains the idea of the Mes- 
sianic family, in order to reckon among the 
adeApots, besides the cousins, also the uncle, 
etc., of Jesus, history is thereby subordinated 


to hypothesis. The same is the case when 


Schott maintains that ‘it is opposed to the 
spirit of the N. T. history of salvation, that an 
actual brother of the Lord’should attain to 
such a high position in the church, as James 
obtained as chief of the church of Jerusalem; ” 
and when he declares that ‘it is a historical 
necessity that the actual brothers of Jesus 
should retire into the background.” The other 
proofs by which Schott, who considers the 
so-called ‘“‘ brothers of Jesus” as his actual 
brothers, will attempt to prove that the James 
and Jude here mentioned belong not to them 
but to the apostles, are not here, but in the 
commentary to the Epistle of James, dis- 
cussed; so also with regard to the view of 
Hofmann, who likewise regards the author 
of this Epistle and his brother James as the 
Apostles Jude and James. 
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traditions, and examples, which were familiar to them.” But all this might 
have its reason in the individuality of the writer, without being conditioned 
by a regard to the readers. Most expositors assume that the readers 
resided in Asia Minor; on the contrary, Schmidt, Credner, Augusti, Arnaud, 
and Wiesinger are of opinion that they are to be sought for in Palestine. 
The question cannot with certainty be decided. 


SEC. 2.— OBJECTS AND CONTENTS OF THE EPISTLE. TIME 
AND PLACE OF ITS COMPOSITION. 


The Object of the Epistle is the confirmation of the readers in the gospel 
published to them by the apostles, in opposition to certain intruders, who, 
abusing the liberty of the gospel, gave themselves up to immoral excesses, 
and even to blaspheming the divine majesty. De Wette, Schwegler, 
Arnaud, Reuss, Bleek, Briickner, and Hofmann consider them to be only 
vicious men. On the contrary, Dorner (Entwicklungsgesch. der Lehre von 
der Person Christi, Thl. i., p. 104) observes: “The opponents of Jude are 
not only corrupt in practice, but also heretical teachers.” They are not 
indeed described as actual false teachers; but yet from vy. 4, 8, 18, 19, we 
can hardly think otherwise than that their libertinism.was conjoined with 
dogmatic (perhaps Gnostic) errors; on which account also Briickner states 
that “they had points which bordered on the dogmatic;” and Hofmann 
says that “they screened their immoral conduct by blasphemous assump- 
tions.” Weiss (Petrin. Frage ii., in Stud. u. Krit., 1866, H. 2) calls them 
“ Libertines on principle.”1 That they attached themselves to a particular 
definite Gnostic system, for example, that of the Carpocratians (Clemens 
Alexandrinus), cannot be proved. Their tendency appears to have been 
related to the error of the Nicolaitanes and the Balaamites (Rev. ii.); 
(Thiersch, Wiesinger, Schott). Jude opposes to them simply the apostolic 
gospel, without particularly characterizing the points of their contradiction 
to it. 

It is peculiar to this Epistle, that passages occur in it which appear to 
be taken from the apocryphal Book of Enoch, or, if this should not be the 
case, at least to have arisen from an apocryphal tradition of Enoch; as 
the quotation contained in vv. 14, 15; the statement about the sin of the 


1 See also Ritschl, Abhandl. tib. die im Br. retained only abstractly their principle that 
des Judas Charakterisirten Antinomisten in grace establishes freedom to practise immor- 
d. Stud. u. Krit., 1861, part I. p. 103 ff. The ality, has been justly rejected by Wiesinger 
opinion of Ritschl, that these heretics had as unwarrantable. 


662 “THE EPISTLE OF JUDE. 


angels and their punishment, ver. 6; the description of the false teachers, 
ver. 8; also the reference (ver. 9) to the apocryphal tradition of the contest 
of Michael with the Devil is peculiar.1. This admixture of apocryphal 
traits can, on an unprejudiced consideration, only serve to strengthen the 
conviction that the Epistle does not proceed from an apostle. 

The Train of Thought is as follows: After the address, in which the 
readers are only generally characterized as Christians, the author states 
that he esteemed it necessary to exhort them to continue in the faith 
delivered to them (ver. 3), and that because of certain intruders, whom he 
designates as lascivious men and deniers of Jesus Christ, whose condem- 
nation was certain (ver. 4). That this condemnation will come upon them, ' 
he confirms by three examples: that of the people delivered from Egypt, 
that of the fallen angels, and that of the cities of Sodom and Gomorrha 
(vy. 5-7). These intruders are then described by two characteristics, namely, 
as defilers of the flesh and as despisers and blasphemers of heavenly 
dignities; the greatness of their sin is brought prominently forward by 
comparison with the conduct of Michael in his contest with the Devil, and 
a woe is denounced upon them as those who walk in the way of Cain, 
Balaam, and Korah (vv. 8-11). In the following verses (vv. 12, 18) the 
author proceeds with his description, adducing their debauchery at the 
Agapae, and representing in various figurative expressions their vain and 
impudent conduct, by which he is reminded of the judgment which awaits 
them, quoting for this purpose a saying of Enoch as a prophecy which 
holds good of them (vv. 14, 15). To this succeed some additional 
characteristics of those erroneous teachers, to which an exhortation to the 
readers is added to be mindful of the words of the apostles who have 
prophesied of the appearance of such mockers (vv. 16-18). After Jude, 
with another glance at his opponents, has exhorted his readers to keep 
themselves by faith and prayer in the love of God, and to wait for the 
mercy of Christ (vv. 19-21), he gives a short direction how to behave 
toward those who have been already perverted (vv. 22, 23). A doxology 
forms the conclusion of the Epistle (vv. 24, 25). 

The Epistle contains no other data for the determination of the time of 
its composition than the description of the heretics and the exhortation to 
attend to the preaching of the apostles; but from these it may be inferred 


1 Hofmann disputes this, maintaining that Acts vii. 22 f., xiii. 21; Gal. iv. 28; Heb. xi. 
in Jude there occurs only an interpretation or 37; 2 Tim. iii. 8; although he grants that more 
expansion of what is stated in Scripture, and _is signified in Jude than in these passages. 
which is as justified as that which occurs in 
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that it belongs not to the earlier, but, as most expositors assume,! to the later 
apostolic age; although “there is no necessity, with Reuss, to assign it to 
the extreme limits of the apostolic literature” (Brickner). Although in 
the Pastoral Epistles the immoral life of the heretics there attacked is 
censured, yet libertinism does not appear to have attained to the same 
stage of development as with the opponents of Jude; and Jude would 
hardly have appealed to the preaching of the apostles as a thing of the 
past, if the apostles were yet at the height of their apostolic activity. 
Bertholdt, Guericke, Stier, Arnaud, and others think, from the fact:that 
there is no mention of the judgment of God on Jerusalem, that it is to be 
inferred that the Epistle was written before the destruction of that city, 
since Jude would certainly not have omitted this most fearful and most 
significant judgment, if it had already taken place, particularly as he 
mentions almost all the most noted examples of divine judgments. But 
this conclusion is very uncertain, especially as the hypothesis on which it 
is founded is incorrect. Jude takes at random only some of many examples, 
and indeed such —at least this is evidently the case with the judgment on 
the angels, and with that on Sodom and Gomorrha—as refer to a definite 
kind of sin, which is not applicable to the judgment on Jerusalem. He 
mentions neither the deluge nor the first destruction of Jerusalem. From 
the relation which exists between this Epistle and the apocryphal Book of 
Enoch, nothing certain regarding the period of composition can be inferred, 
particularly as the opinion concerning that relation is by no means settled; 
for whilst early critics assert the origin of this book, at least in its original 
condition, to pre-Christian times, and assume later interpolations, as Liicke 
(Einleitung in die Offb. Joh., etc.), Ewald, Weizsicker (Untersuchungen tiber 
die evangel. Geschichte), Kostlin (Tiibing. theol. Jahrbb., 1856), especially 
Dillmann (Das Buch Henoch iibersetzt und erkldrt, 1853), and others; Hof- 
mann and Ferd. Philippi (in his book, Das Buch Henoch, sein Zeitalter, etc., 
1868) attempt to prove that it belongs to the Christian age, and was 
composed by a Jewish Christian; the reasons, however, adduced by them 
are not sufficient to cause us to regard the result of their examination as 
well founded. 

Mayerhoff (Einl. in die Petrin. Schriften, p. 195) supposes the place of 
composition to be Egypt, because Clemens Alexandrinus first quotes it, 


1 The reasons by which Schott endeavors year 80, are too uncertain to enable us to draw 
to prove that the Epistle was written at the this conclusion with certainty, 
end of the year 70, or the beginning o1 the 
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because the images employed in ver. 12 refer to a country which bordered 
on the sea, and was frequently exposed to draught by the east and south 
winds, and because the Book of Enoch was first used in Egypt. But 
Schwegler has correctly rejected these reasons as insufficient. 


SEC. 3.— AUTHENTICITY OF THE EPISTLE. 


Eusebius reckons this Epistle, as indeed all the Catholic Epistles except 
First John and First Peter, among the Antilegomena. The earliest Fathers 
who mention it are Tertullian (De Habit. Mul., c. 3) and Clemens Alexan- 
drinus (Sirom., iii. p. 431, Paedag., iii. 8, p. 239, ed. Sylb.), who has also 
commented on it. Origen often quotes it, and distinguishes it by special 
praise; Comm. on Matt., xiii. 55: lovdac éypawev émcorodny, dArydotiyov uév, meTAn- 
popévny 8 TOY THe Obpavion xaptTor Ephuuévwv Adywr. He, however, indicates that 
its genuineness is doubted by many. Jerome also mentions these doubts, 
saying that many rejected it on account of the quotation from the apocry- 
phal Book of Enoch; he himself, however, considered it as genuine. It is 
wanting in the Peshito (but not in the MS. in the Bodleian Library at Ox- 
ford; see Guericke, Einl., p. 42); but, on the other hand, it is mentioned in 
the Muratorian Canon. Since the fourth century it has been generally 
acknowledged as a gennine canonical writing. As the author does not call 
himself an apostle, criticism in more recent times was more inclined to con- 
sider it authentic than some other writings of the N. T. Even De Wette | 
observes, that there is no reason why Jude should not be the author of this 
Epistle; neither its use of the Book of Enoch, nor its probable acquaintance 
with the Epistle to the Romans, nor its harsh style though betraying a 
familiarity with the Greek language, is opposed to this. — Schwegler 
judges otherwise. He infers from vy. 17, 18, that the Epistle belongs to 
the post-apostolic times, although in point of doctrine its character is very 
simple and undeveloped. He thinks that the forger chose the name of 
Jude the brother of James, in order to indicate the community of principle 
with this latter person. In opposition to this it is to be observed, that, had 
the Epistle been written in the interests of Jewish Christianity against 
Pauline, we should surely have found indications of this; and a forger 
would hardly have attributed his writing to Jude, a person otherwise so 
entirely unknown. The above-mentioned verses by no means point to a 
post-apostolic age, since they rather suppose that the readers have heard the 
preaching of the apostles. The fact that we find no definite references to 
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this Epistle among the early Fathers, and that its genuineness at a later 
period was not wholly undoubted, is easily accounted for, partly from its 
special tendency (particularly from doctrine being so little referred to), 
partly from the apocryphal traits with which it is pervaded, and partly from 
the fact that the author did not belong to the apostles. 


666 THE EPISTLE OF JUDE. 


Tovda émirroAn. 


Instead of this superscription (in A, C, K), there is found in B only lovda, 


H 


Ver. 1. Instead of ’Iyc. Xp. (Rec., after A, B, L, &, ete., several vss., etc., 
Lachm., Tisch. 8), Tisch. 7 had adopted Xpvorod ’Inood, after K, P, etc., without 
sufficient justification. — 7ysacuévoic]. Rec., after K, L, P, etc.; instead of this, 
hyannuévorc, in A, B, &, 5, al., Syr., utr., Erp., Copt., etc., Orig., Eph., is 
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. It is true that there are exegetical difficulties 
connected with the latter reading, but it is too strongly defended by authorities 
to be on that account considered spurious. Reiche, Schott, Hofmann, have 
declared for it, Wiesinger against it; Briickner is undecided. — Ver. 3. tig Kong 
owrnpiac]. Rec., after K, L, P, al.; Tisch. 7 has retained this reading; Lachm. 
and Tisch. 8, on the contrary, read Kowi¢ qudv owrnpiac, for which A, B, C, 8, 5, 
al., Syr., Erp., Sahid., Theoph., Lucif., testify. The weight of authorities is 
in favor of this latter reading; it is possible that 7u6v was omitted in order to 
give to the idea a universal character. — Ver. 4. Instead of the usual form yepir, 
Lachm. and Tisch., after A, B, read yapira, which occurs in classical writers 
only among the poets (see Buttmann, Ausf. gr. Sprachl., § 44. Anm. 1) [E. T., 
13]. — Tov povov deondtnv Kal kiprov juov ’l. Xp., with Griesbach, Scholz, Tittmann, 
Lachm., Tisch., after the testimonies of A, B, C, 8, 10, Lect. 1, 3, Erp., Copt., 
Sahid., ete., Eph., Didym., Chrys. —The Rec. has after deonxétnv the word Oedv 
(in K, L, P, ete., Syr., utr., Thph.), which, however, is a later addition, the 
more definitely to distinguish deonétyv from Kipiov jue», In later MSS. many 
other variations are found, namely, Oedv kal deordryv Tov Kvp. Hu. ’1. Xp., or decmd- 
THv Kal Oedv tov Kvp. Hu. "I. Xp., or Oedv deororny kat kbp. nu. I. Xp.— Ver. 5. After 
eldérac, the Rec. has dude; Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted it; it is wanting in 
A, B, C**, several min., ete., but is found in K, L, 8, ete. It may have been 
omitted on account of the preceding tudc.—rtovro (Rec., after K, L, etc.) 
appears to be an explanatory correction instead of the original mavra, for which 
A, B, C**, x», etce., Vulg., ete., testify; also Reiche considers mavra as the 
original reading. § has drag after kipioc, so also several versions, yet after dr: 
kbptoc. ‘Two reasons co-operated for this displacement: (1) because dmaé did not 
appear to suit e/ddrac, and (2) because the following 1d dedrepov appeared to 
require a word corresponding with coca. Tisch. on this observes: quae quidem 
lectio omnino praeferenda esset alteri, nisi incredibile esset ara&é locum post 
eldorac a quopiam correctore nactum esse. Reiche remarks: loco, quem vulgo 
occupat, testium auctoritate servari debet. —The Rec. 6 kipioc is found in Kade 
most min., some vss., and Fathers; Tisch. 7 has retained it; Tisch. 8 reads, 
after C*, 8, xtpic without the article. A, B, several min., etc., have ’Inooi¢ 
instead of «ipue¢ (on this Tisch. 8 remarks: articulum om. et A, B, et reliqui qui 
‘Inoovs praebent); Lachm, and Buttm. have adopted 6 "Inoovc; C** and Lucif. 
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read 6 Oc. The reading ’Ijooic (instead of képuoc) is indeed very strange, but 
might for this reason be changed into the other readings.— Ver. 6. Instead of 
te after ayyéAove (Tisch.), A, some min., etc., have dé. Lachm. has éé in the 
text-edition; but, on the other hand, in the larger edition he has rightly again 
adopted te. — Ver. 7. totrowg tpérov], Rec., after K, L, etce.; a correction instead 
of mporov tovroc (Lachm., Tisch.) in A, B, C, 8, many min., etc. — Ver. 9. In- 
stead of 6 d& Muy. 6 apyayyedoc, bre, Lachm., against the testimony of A, C, K, 
L, 8, etc., has adopted, after B, ére Muy. 6 dpy. tére. — Ver. 12. A, B, 18, al., 
m., edd., Syr., utr. (Copt.?), etc., read after odro: eiow the relative of, which 
Griesbach considers as probably genuine, and Lachm. and Tisch. have rightly 
adopted into the text;! the omission must be considered as an explanatory 
correction. — adyaratc; instead of which A, C, and some min., read dndrac; a 
correction after 2 Pet. ii. 13.—dtuor]. Lachm. has in the small edition aitdv, 
after A, etc., but in the larger edition the Rec. iuov, which is sufficiently 
attested by B, C, K, L, &, ete.; the reading airy, which Stier without reason 
considers as original, is explained from 1 Pet. ii. 13. — Instead of ind dvéuwr, 8 
reads navr? dvéuw; an evident correction. — mapadepouevac is already by Griesb., 
Scholz, etc., after almost all authorities, rightly adopted into the text instead of 
the Rec. mepipepouevar, — Ver. 13. dypia xbyara is in & instead of xbyata dypua, 
which is attested by all authorities. — Buttmann has, after B, adopted wAavirec 
instead of mAavjrat, and Cooc instead of 6 é¢o¢; as the other authorities, so also 
& testifies for the reading of the Rec. —éi¢ aidva; after A, B, C, &, etc., instead 
of the Rec. «i¢ tov aidva, — Ver. 14. Instead of the form mpoegzrevoe, attested by 
almost all authorities, Tisch. has, after B*, adopted émpog7revoe, — dyiate wvpidorv, 
after A, B, K, L, etc., instead of the Rec. uupidow dyia¢ in C; in & the reading 
is pupldowv dyiwv ayyéAwv, — Ver. 15. édéyEat, after A, B, C, K, L, &, etc., instead 
of the Rec. éedéyEa. — After doeBeic, the Rec. has aizév, found in K, L, some 
min., vss., and Fathers; retained by Tischendorf,? and defended by Reiche; on 
the other hand, it is wanting in A, B, C (Lachm.); its spuriousness is scarcely 
to be doubted. — doeBeiag aitav is wanting in 8; doeBeiac in C; the omission is 
easily explained. — Tisch. 8 inserts after rév oxAnpav the word Adywr, after C, X, 
and many min.; it is wanting in most authorities (Tisch. 7); it appears to have 
been added from a regard to the preceding trav épywv,— Ver. 18. After éAeyov 
iuiv, Tisch. 7, after A, C, K, L, etc., has 67¢ (Rec.); Tisch. 8 has omitted it after 
B, L*, 8; so also Lachm. in his larger edition, but hardly correctly. — Instead 
of the Rec. év éoyatw ypovw (K, L, P, some min., and Oecumenius), which is an 
explanatory correction, Lachm. and Tisch. have rightly adopted én’ éoyarov rod 
xpovov; the article Tov is found in A, &, al., etc.; its omission is easily explained, 
because éoyérov was taken for an adjective. —éoovra]. Whilst Lachm. in his 
smal] edition instead of it reads éAevoovrat, he has in the large edition rightly 
adopted the reading of the Rec. The reading éAevoovra: (in A, C**, etc.) is a 
correction after 2 Pet. iii. Shas primo manu éoovra; on the other hand, cor- 
rected éAeboovra, — Ver. 19. After dmodsopifovrec, the Rec. has éavroic (C, Vulg., 
Aug.); an evident correction. — Ver. 20. Instead of the Rec. 77 dytwr. tuav tio- 
Tel émorkodowovvTes éavtovc (K, L, P, al., pl., Syr., etc.), Lachm, and Tisch. read 


1 Reiche incorrectly observes that Buttmann _as the original. 
has not adopted oi, and has adduced B as a 2 Tisch. 8 has it likewise in the text, al- 
witness for the reading of the Rec. On ac. though he says in the notes: “‘omisimus cum 
count of the difficulty which the article pre- A, B, C, &,” etc. 
sents, Reiche considers the reading of the Rec. 
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érotxodopobvrec éavr. TH dy. tu. m. (A, B, C, &, al., several vss., etc.).— Vv. 22, 23. 
The readings are here very various. The Rec. has «ai ob¢ pév éAeeire Ovaxpivdpevot 
ob¢ 68 & PdBy odleTE, ev Tod mupdc dpragovrec, This reading is found in K, L, P 
(only rod before rupéc is omitted); A reads Kal ob¢ pév héyxere Ovakplvopévouc, od¢ 
O& odlere &x mupd¢ dpmalovtec, od¢ dé éAeeite év $08w; Lachm. and Tisch. have 
adopted this reading, only that instead of éAeeire they read, with B, éAedre. — 
B deviates in this, that in ver. 22 it reads not éAéyxete, but éAedre (so also 8); in 
ver. 23 it omits the first od¢ dé, and instead of éAesire has the form éAedre; C agrees 
on the whole with A, yet C** has in ver. 22 édedre, as B, and in ver. 23 the 
words ov¢ dé éAesite are wanting in C. The reading of A is held as the original 
by Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, Reiche, because the other readings can be most 
easily explained from it; Hofmann, on the contrary, prefers the reading in &, 
which is found also in B, only with the inadvertent omission of the words ov¢ dé 
after daxpivouévovc; whilst De Wette thinks that the original reading is preserved 
in C. The reading in B probably lies at the foundation of the reading in K, L, 
P; the twofold éAedte was naturally objectionable, and therefore the words ov¢ dé 
édedte were left out, deaxpivouévove changed into the nominative, and év $068 
placed before oafere. For further observations, see the exposition. — Ver. 24. 
Instead of tudc (ed. Elz.; A, C, L, &, al., perm., several vss., Theoph., etc., 
Lachm., Tisch. 8), Tisch. 7 had, after K, P, al., etc., hardly correctly adopted 
aitoic; A has 7ud¢.— Ver. 25. yovw Ged is correctly adopted by Griesbach, after 
A, B, C, 8, 6, al., Syr., ete., instead of the Rec. “orm cog@ O&G; code is evidently 
borrowed from Rom. xvi. 27, and is without reason defended by Reiche. — ca 
"Inood Xpiorod kupiov yudv is likewise adopted by Griesbach (after A, B, etc.), 
whilst the words are wanting in the Rec. — The Rec. between dofa and peyadw- 
obtvy has kai after K, L, P, etc., which is correctly omitted by recent critics; on 
the other hand, the words mp6 ravrd¢ tod aiévec, wanting in the Rec., are attested 
by almost all authorities. — The subscription of the Epistle is in B: ’lotda; in 
C: lotda érioroAy kadodckyj; and in A: ’lobda émtoroAy. 


Vy. 1,2. The superscription is in form similar to that of the Epistles of 
Paul and Peter: ’Iotda¢ "Inood Xprorod doddoc, x.7.A.]. dodAoc, as its position and 
Rom. i. 1, Phil. i. 1, Jas. i. 1 (see also Tit. i. 1), show, denotes not the gen- 
eral service of believers to Christ (Schott), but the special service of those 
appointed to the gospel ministry. The more definite statement of office is 
here wanting, as the author is not the Apostle Jude (see Introd., sec. 1); 
so that his position in the Christian Church is to be regarded as similar to 
that which a Barnabas, an Apollos, and others occupied, who, without being 
apostles in the narrower sense of the term, yet exercised a ministry similar 
to the apostolic. — With the first appellation the second ddeAdd¢ *laxdGov is 
connected by dé (see Tit. i. 1), which, although not precisely a contrast 
(Schott), yet marks a distinction. This appellation serves not only to indi- 
cate who this Jude is (Arnaud), but likewise to justify his writing. Jude 
does not call himself “the brother of the Lord,” because his bodily relation 
to Christ stepped behind his spiritual, perhaps also because that surname 
already specially belonged to James. — roic é Oe marp? hyannuévorc [hycaouévorc] 
kal, «.7.A.]. According to the reading #y:acuévorc, év expresses not the mere 
instrument of holiness, but holiness as consisting in fellowship with God. 
The participle is either substantive, co-ordinate to the following *Ijoob Xprorp 
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retgpnuévowe KAnroic, or adjective, which is more probable on account of, the 
similar participial form, rerypyuévorc. — According to the reading #yarquévose, 
év Oe@ raTpi may denote the sphere within which the readers are #yarnuévor, 
namely, by the writer. Against the opinion of De Wette, “that in this 
objective designation the subjectivity of the author cannot be mixed,” 
Col. i. 2 might be appealed to, where Paul names the readers of his 
Epistle ddeAgoi, that is, the brethren of himself and Timotheus (see also 
2 John 1 and 3 John 1); but in relation to what follows: xat Ino. Xp. ternpy- 
uévotc, this view is correct. —In the Vulgate, roic év @ed marpi is taken as an 
idea by itself: his qui sunt in Deo Patre, etc.; and then to this idea the two 
attributes are added: nyarnuévore and ’Iyo. Xp. reryp. xAntoic. Apart from its 
harshness, not only is it opposed to this construction, that by it the paral- 
lelism (incorrectly denied by Schott) of the two members of the clause — 
which is strongly indicated both by the form of the sentence and also by 
év t@ natpi in reference to the following ’Ijood Xpioré — is destroyed, but also 
hyannuévote Would then be without any proximate statement. The same is 
also the case when it is assumed, with Rampf and Schott, that the parti- 
ciples jyannuévowe and 1, X, retnpnuévoig are equally subordinate to év Ged rarpi, 
and explained as expressing “the living ground on which the called possess 
that which is expressed in the two participles” (Schott). The supplying of 
bd Oecd OY mapa Oc, necessary for this view, is at all events arbitrary; more- 
over, the juxtaposition of roic év Os marpi "Ino. Xpiotd ternonuévoic is extremely 
harsh. — It is incorrect to take év as equivalent to izé (Hensler); é is rather 
to be retained in its proper signification, in which it is entirely suitable to 
the idea dyandopa, as the love which proceeds from any person dwells in 
him, the «Zy7oi as they are loved by God so are they loved in God. Hofmann 
incorrectly explains it: “who have been accepted in love by God;” for 
dyandv never has this meaning, not even in the passages cited by Hofmann: 
1 Thess. i. 4; 2 Thess. ii. 13; Col. iii. 12. — God is called rarpi in His rela- 
tion to Christ, not to men: see Phil. ii. 11; Gal. i. 1; and Meyer on the 
latter passage. — kai ’Inood Xpior tetnonuévorc KAnroic]. The dative ’Ijo. Xpuor@ 
is not dependent on an év to be supplied from év Ge® ratpi (Luther: preserved 
in Jesus Christ). Hofmann indeed appeals for this supplement to Kihner, 
Gr., Il. p. 477; but incorrectly, as this is rendered impossible by pyannuévoie 
intervening. What Kihner says, could only be the case were it written é 
OO rarpl Kad Inoov Xpiota jyannuévowg. Also "Inoov XpiorH is not the causative 
dative with the passive, instead of iné with the genitive, but the dative com- 
modi: for Christ (Bengel, De Wette, Wiesinger, Schott, and others). The 
participle rerypnuévog is used neither instead of the present participle, as 
Grotius thinks, nor is it here to be understood of the act completed before 
God (De Wette, Wiesinger); but it simply denotes that which has taken 
place up to the time when the Epistle was written: thus, “to the called, 
who have been kept for Christ ;” namely, in order to belong to Him in time 
and in eternity (so also Schott).1 The idea reryp, is completely explained 


1 Arnauld incorrectly explains it: ‘‘ aux qui ont été appelés a J. Chr. par la prédication 
appelés gardés par J. Chr., c’est-a-dire: & ceux de l’Evangile et que J. Chr. garde fidéles.”’ 
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from the falling away from Christ which had taken place among so many; 
see ver. 4; comp. also John xvii. 11; 1 Pet. i. 5. — Although éy ©e@ matpi 
cannot be grammatically connected with rernpquévow, and although it pri- 
marily belongs to jyannyévow, yet it indicates by whom the preservation has 
taken place; Hornejus: quos Deus Pater . . . Christo . . . donavit et asservavit 
hue usque, ne ab impostoribus seducerentur et perirent. — xAnroic, a designation 
in the Pauline sense of those who have not only heard the gospel, but have 
embraced it by faith; see Meyer on 1 Cor. i. 24. Ver. 2.” FAeoc, «.7.4.]. The 
word éAeoc is used in the formula of salutation only here and in the Pastoral 
Epistles. The addition xa? dyamy is peculiar to Jude. The relation of the 
three terms is thus to be understood: éeo¢ is the demeanor of God toward 
the «Anroi; eipqvn their condition founded upon it; and dyaénm their demeanor 
proceeding from it as the effect of God’s grace. Accordingly dyamn is used 
here as in Eph. vi. 23 (see Meyer in loco); only here the love is to be limited 
neither specially to the brethren (Grotius), nor to God (Calov, Wiesinger). 
Still dyarn may also be the love of God to the kAgroic; comp. ver. 21 and 
2 Cor. xiii. 13 (14) (so Hornejus, Grotius, Bengel, De Wette-Briickner, 
Schott, and others). No ground of decision can be derived from mAnéuvéein. 
With the reading jyarnuévow the second explanation merits the preference, 
although the position of this expression after eipyvn is somewhat strange. 
On rAnbvvdein, see 1 Pet. i. 2; this form is apparently derived from Dan. 
iii. 31. 

Vv. 3,4. Statement of the reason which determined Jude to write this 
Epistle: comp. on this 2 Pet. i. 12 f., iii. 1 £. —dyamnroi, found at the begin- 
ning of an Epistle only here and in 3 John 2. — zdoav orovdyy mowobpevoe, k.1.A.]. 
Giving all diligence to write unto you of the common salvation, I felt constrained 
to write to you, exhorting you to contend for the faith once delivered to the saints. 
Pricaeus, Lachmann, Buttmann, put a comma after the first and after the 
second tuiv, so that mep? . . . owrnpiag is connected with dvayxyy ~oyov, and 
napaxaior, ete., is separated from ypapa. Most expositors, on the contrary, 
as Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, De Wette, Wiesinger, ete., connect rep? owrnpiac 
with the preceding ypagew, and unite rapaxaddv with ypdpa. Not only the 
position of the words, but also the train of thought, decides for this latter 
arrangement; for since, according to ver. 4, the dvéyxn, inducing the author 
to write this Epistle, consisted in the appearance of wicked men, so it is 
evidently more suitable to connect ypépa: with rapaxaidv éraywvifeoba, having 
special reference to it, than with the general idea zep? rij¢ cowie owrnpiac, par- 
ticularly as the contents of the Epistle are any thing but a treatise concern- 
ing the common salvation.1_ The preceding participial clause states in what 
condition Jude was when the dvayxny tye came upon him; the ozovdg to 
write already existed when the entrance of certain ungodly men constrained 
him not to write generally rept rig xowijg awtypiac, but to compose such a 


1 The translation of the Vulg.: ‘‘omnem his larger edition of the N. T., punctuated it 
solicitudinem faciens scribendi vobis de com- _as he has done in the Greek text; in other 
muni vestra salute necesse habui scribere vobis _— editions of the Vulgate, on the contrary, the 
depraecans supercertari,” etc., may also be other punctuation is found. 
punctuated in both ways. Lachmann has, in 
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hortative epistle as the present. Some expositors incorrectly think that the 
dvéiyxn had its reason in the onovdg (Erasmus: tantum mihi studium fuit, ut non 
potuerim non scribere vobis) ; others, that to the orovd the avayxn supervened 
as a new point; so Hornejus: cum summum mihi esset studium scribendi ad vos 
aliquid de communi nostrum omnium salute, etiam necessitas insuper scribendi 
imposita fuit, quae autem illa sit, statim addit (so also Calvin and others). 
De Wette (with whom Briickner agrees) considers that Jude by the first 
clause expresses that “he had been engaged on the composition of a longer 
and more comprehensive Epistle (the loss of which we have to lament), 
when he was for the time called away from that work in order to write the 
present Epistle;” but the expression xdcav orovdyv rowoipevoc does not neces- 
sarily involve actual writing.1— orovdyy mouicda is only found here in the 
N. T. (2 Pet. i. 5: oxovdqy racav rapeovépew ; prologue to Ecclus.: mpoogépew 
Twa onovdqv); the meaning is, to be eagerly solicitous about something ; it may 
refer both to mental activity and to external action; here the former is-the 
case. Luther’s translation, “after I purposed,” is too flat; Meyer’s is 
better: “since it lies pressingly upon my heart.” —-dcav serves, as fre- 
quently, for the strengthening of the idea.— The participle covipevoc, in 
connection with the aorists éoyov ypapa, is to be taken as the imperfect 
participle. Stier incorrectly translates: “when engaged in it I would take 
diligence.” It expresses the activity which took place, when the action 
expressed by the finite verb occurred, and therefore must not be resolved, 
with Haenlein, into the perfect or pluperfect. — rep ric KowHe qudv owrnpiac 
states on what Jude intended to write. On koe, comp. Tit. i. 4; 2 Pet. i. 1. 
There is no reason to refer the idea, with Semler, to the Jews and Gentiles, 
as the object common to both. — owrnpia, not the doctrine of salvation (Jach- 
mann), but the salvation itself, acquired by Christ for the world, and applied 
to believers. The explanation of Beza: de tis QUAE AD nostram omnium 
salutem PERTINENT, deviates from strict precision, as owrypia itself is indi- 
cated by Jude as the object of writing. Schott incorrectly explains owrnpia, 
state of salvation, possession of salvation. — dvayxnv éoyov]. Comp. Luke xiv. 10, 
xxiii. 17; 1 Cor. vii. 37. The explanation of Grotius is inaccurate: nihil 
potius habui, quod scriberem, quam ut, etc. The translation of Luther is too 
flat: “I considered it necessary;” for in dvdyxyv éyew is contained the idea 
of an objective necessity founded on duty, circumstances, etc. (De Wette, 
Wiesinger, Schott). The meaning here is: The entrance of false teachers 
constrained me, made me to recognize it as necessary. On the one hand, 
Semler inserts a strange reference, paraphrasing it, accidit interea INOPI- 
NATO, ut statuendum mihi... esset; and, on the other hand, Schott, who, 
in order to emphasize the contrast between the two members of the sentence, 


1 De Wette incorrectly appeals for this 
supposition to Sherlock (in Wolf), who thus 
explains it: ‘‘dilecti, animus mihi erat, scri- 
bere ad vos de communibus doctrinis et spe 
evangelii ad fidem vestram et Jesu Christi cog- 
nitionem amplificandam; jam vero coactum 
me video, ut hoc institutum descram et ad 


cavendum praesens periculum, vos exhorter, 
ut serio teneatis eam quae vobis tradita est, 
doctrinam, contra falsos doctores, quos clan- 
culum audio irrepsisse.” What De Wette 
regards as accomplished, or in the act of being 
accomplished, Sherlock considers only as 
intended, 


. 
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finds in dvayx. éoyov the thought expressed that Jude wrote this Epistle 
unwillingly, contrary to his inclination. —ypixpa tuiv napaxadov], mapakarov is 
closely united to ypapa, as indicating the kind of writing to which the 
author felt constrained by circumstances; therefore no comma is to be put 
after tyiv.—éraywvitecda tH... motel]. émaywrigecba, a dm. Aey., AS ovvabréw, 
Phil. i. 27, connected with the dative of the object which is contended for; 
Stier: “to fight for the faith;” comp. Ecclus. iv. 28: dywvitew mepi.— mite 
is not = doctrina, system of doctrine; nor yet does it here denote the subjec- 
tive quality of the believing disposition; but that which is believed by 
Christians (roic dyiorc), the objective contents of faith. Schott is incorrect 
in explaining it, “the conduct arising from faith;” for the notion of con- 
duct does not suit mapadofeioy. The explanation, the way of salvation (Hof- 
mann), is also wanting in correctness; it is not proved by Gal. ili. 23. — As 
the subject to rapadoseicn, by whom the communication or transmission was 
effected, God (Bengel) is not here to be thought of, but the apostles, as ver. 17 
shows; 2 Pet. ii. 21; Luke i. 2 (comp. also 1 Cor. xi. 2, 23, xv. 3); yet the 
author does not name them, because “he is not concerned here with the per- 
sonal instruments, but with the mode and manner of transmission contained 
in éxag” (Schott).  roi¢ dyiow are not the apostles (Nic. de Lyra), but Chris- 
tians. — dzaé brings prominently forward the fact that as it once took place, 
so there is now an end to the apddoow; Bengel: nulla alia dabitur jides. 
Jachmann incorrectly explains it by 77, olim, jam, appealing to ver. 5 and 
Heb. vi. 4. According to Hofmann’s view, amaé is used “ with reference to 
the preceding intention of Jude to present to the readers a writing having 
the common salvation as its object;”’ but this reference is not indicated.! 
Ver. 4. Compare 2 Pet. ii. 1-8. — mapevoédvoav yap, the reason of dvéyxnv 
ésyov. mapetoédvoay marks the entrance of false teachers into the church as a 
secret and unauthorized creeping-in of such as do not properly belong to it, 
but are internally foreign to it (comp. Gal. ii. 4: mapeicaxro, explained by 
the scholiasts by dAdérpu); it is synonymous with apewépyecbar; comp. 
2 Tim. iii. 6. —rwvec dvOpwnoj. In the same indefiniteness the false teachers 
are also mentioned in 1 Tim. i. 6. Arnaud observes: “le mot twee a quelque 
chose de méprisant, comme dans Gal. ii. 12;” so also Wiesinger and Schott; 
this is possible; but the appeal to Gal. ii. 12 is unjustified. That the ex- 
pression dv§pwra is used in order to bring forward the fact that they “with 
their entrance into the church remained in their natural state” (Schott), is 
highly improbable. Hofmann unnecessarily separates rivec from dvépwro1, 
taking dvépwror, ol, «.7.2., a8 in apposition to riwec.—oi méAae mpoyeypappévor eic 
todto 70 xpiua]. By the participle with the article, a peculiar circumstance 
worthy of remark, concerning these men, is brought forward (Winer, p. 127 
[E. T., 189 f.]); but not as Schott, after Rampf, arbitrarily maintains, “a 
mark perfectly clear to the readers is given for the recognition of those who 
are meant;” the article being equivalent to isti, those notorious men. — mpoye- 


1 When Hofmann maintains that ver. 4 not also another besides an apostle have cher- 
could only have been written by an apostle, ished the design to address a writing to Chris- 
he evidently proceeds too far; for, why could _ tians respecting the common faith? 
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ypauuévo.]. The preposition zpo in this verb indicates either antea, earlier, 
before, —thus always in the N. T.; see Gal. iii. 1 (comp. Meyer in loc.); 
Rom. xv. 4; Eph. iii. 3,—or palam. If it has this last meaning, then zpo- 
ypagetv signifies “to announce something publicly by writing;” thus in an 
entirely special sense proscribere ; accordingly Wolf explains it: qui dudum 
sunt accusati et in hoc judicium (sic rovro 73 kpiua) vocati. Yet this is inaccu- 
rate, as the peculiar idea of proscribere is not retained; for, if retained, it 
would not suit ec 7. 7. xpiua. Yet more arbitrarily Wahl explains rpoypagerv 
by designare. Oecumenius, Hornejus,.and others have correctly taken po 
here as a preposition of time. According to Isa. iv. 8, LXX.: of ypagévre¢ 
ele Conv, the sense might be: those who are written before (as in God’s book 
of fate, and consequently destined) eig rotto 76 xpiva (Calvin: haec metaphora 
inde sumpta est, quod aeternum Dei consilium, quo ordinati sunt fideles ad salu- 
tem, Liber vocatur); but the term zéAa is unsuitable, as it is never in the 
N. T. used of God’s eternal counsels. poypadew is here rather to be under- 
stood entirely as in the adduced passages of the N. T.; and with De Wette 
a pregnancy of expression is to be assumed; thus, those who are already before 
by writing destined to this judgment. Hofmann explains mpuyeypayyévoe accord- 
ing to John i. 46 compared with v. 46 (ypddew teva= yp. mepi twoc): “those 
of whom it is written before;” and then éi¢ rovro r. xp. = “in reference to 
this judgment;” but with regard to the former it is to be remarked, that 
the form of expression here is different from John i. 46; and with regard 
to the latter, that by it a weakening of the preposition in its direct connec- 
tion with mpoyeypaupévor takes. place.t .Oecumenius refers this to the proph- 
ecies concerning future false teachers contained in the Epistles of Paul and 
Peter. Grotius, Schott, Hofmann, and others point particularly to 2 Pet. ii. 
But réAa combined with mpoyeyp. evidently points back to an earlier period,? 
so that only older prophecies can be meant, namely, the prophecies and types 
of the O. T., and perhaps particularly the prophecies contained in the Book 
of Enoch: see ver. 14 (so also Wiesinger). Against Calvin and Beza, who 
find the idea of the decretum aeternum here expressed, Benge] remarks: non 
innuitur praedestinatio, sed scripturae praedictio. — eig rodro 7d xpiua]. Although 
xpiua in itself is not equivalent to xaraxpywa, yet here a condemnatory judg-' 
ment is meant; roiro, namely, that which Jude has in view, and which is 
indicated in the following verse; Stier: “for this judgment, which I now 
announce to them;” Arnaud: il y a tovro, parceque celle punition est Vobjet 
qui Voccupe. It is incorrect, with Wiesinger and Hofmann, to refer rovro 70 
kpiva tO mapeoédvoay, as something including judgment in itself; or, with 
Schott, to the “damnable error of those men,” specified in the words ry rov 
cod, «.7.4.; for neither the entering-in nor the error can in themselves be 


present”? (Pape), may certainly be used when 
that past is not distant (comp. Mark xv. 44) ; 


1 Luther’s translation: ‘there are certain 
men crept in, of whom it is written before, to 


this punishment,’ by which zpoyeyp. is sepa- 
rated from ets 7. 7. xp., is contradicted by the 
natural verbal connection, 

2 Schott and Hofmann contest the fact that 
méAac points to an earlier period. mada, which 
* generally indicates the past in contrast to the 


but, on the one hand, this use of the term is 
rare; and, on the other hand, it is not here 
applicable, as the reference to the past gener- 
ally is already contained in the mpo of the 
compound verb; mada here can only be put to 
mark this past as lying in the distance. 
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called a kpiua, —doeBeic to be taken by itself; not to be united with oi mpoye- 
yoaupévor (against Tischendorf, who has placed no comma before doeBeic). 
The ungodliness of these men is further indicated, according to its nature, by 
the participial clauses which follow (comp. 2 Pet. ii. 6).— rH» Tob Geod quov 
xapw, k.7.2., who pervert the grace of our God into lasciviousness. xapic, not = 
doctrina gratiae (Vorstius), nor evangelium (Grotius), nor fides catholica nobis 
gratis data (Nicolas de Lyra); but grace itself as the proffered gift of God in 
the forgiveness of sin and redemption from the law; so also Wiesinger, 
Fronmiiller, Hofmann. It is incorrect to explain the idea by “the life of 
grace” (De Wette-Briickner), or by “the ordinances of grace” (Schott). 
quar, belonging to roi «od, is to be understood as an expression of the feel- 
ing of sonship; Bengel: nostri, non impiorum. —In ueraribévtec eic¢ doéAyesav, 
aoé2y. is either the purpose of the change of the grace of God, or that into 
which grace is changed. In the former case peratiéjuc here would in itself 
have a bad subsidiary meaning (De Wette: “who pervert the grace of our 
God for the purpose of licentiousness”’); but it never elsewhere so occurs 
in the N. T. Accordingly, the second explanation is better (Briickner), 
according to which the meaning is: they have converted the yap«, which 
God gave to them, into something different, namely dcé2)ea; inasmuch as 
liberty was converted by them into lasciviousness; comp. Gal. v. 13; 1 Pet. 
ii. 16; 2 Pet. ii. 19. —kai tov udvov deor6rnv kal Kipiov judy 1, Xp. apvovuevor]. 
In 2 Pet. ii. 1 the epithet deonérye is used of Christ; this favors the combi- 
nation of 7rdv udvov deoxdrnv as an attribute with ‘Iya Xp. (so De Wette, 
- Schmidt, Rampf, Wiesinger, Schott, Fronmiiller, Hofmann). But, on the 
one hand, in every other place this word denotes God, and, on the other 
hand, deordrn¢ would hardly be distinguished from the word xipioc, if both 
were to be referred to Christ,1 add to this that uévoc elsewhere expresses 
the unity of the divine nature; comp. Jude 25; John v. 44, xvii. 3; Rom. 
xvi. 27; 1 Tim. i. 17, vi. 15, 16; Rev. xv. 4; against which view Schott 
incorrectly urges 1 Cor. viii. 6 and Eph. iv. 5. For these reasons, it is 
more probable that rdv pévov deondrnv is not an appellation of Christ, but a 
designation of God (Briickner); comp. 1 John ii. 22: 6 dpvotuevoc tov marépa 
kai rov vidv (also Enoch xlviii. 10 is to be compared: “they have denied the 
Lord of the spirits and His Anointed”). No argument against this expla- 
nation can be drawn from the want of the article before xéipiov; see author’s 
commentary on Tit. iil. 3 (Winer, p. 121 ff. [E. T., 130]),? which is in an 
unjustifiable manner denied by Hofmann. The denial may be considered 


1 Hofmann gives the distinction of these clause, and that therefore it would be unsuita- 
two ideas as follows: ‘* Christ is our Seamorys, ble to express it here again, it is to be observed 
as we are His property bound to His service, that in that clause the relation to Christ is also 
He is our «vpios, as His will is the standard of indicated, since the grace of God is communi- 
ours.” But if this be correct, it is not in favor cated through Christ; also, there is no reason 
of Hofmann, but against him, because Jude why Jude should not have indicated peraribe- 


would then in an incomprehensible manner vet as a denial both of Jesus Christ and of 
make the weaker idea to follow upon the God. Whilst Schott grants that the expres- 
stronger. sion ‘the only master” may only refer to 


2 When Wiesinger and Schott appeal for God, he so interprets the article tov before 
their explanation to the fact that the relation povov Seam., that he explains it as equivalent 
to God is already expressed in the preceding to “‘ he who is.” 
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as either practical (comp. Tit. i. 16) or theoretical. Since throughout this 
Epistle the carnal and godless disposition of these men is brought forward, 
it is most probable that Jude at least had the first kind of denial specially 
in view. At all events, such explanations as those of Grotius: “abnegabant 
Jesum, quia eum dicebant hominem natum ex homine,” are to be rejected, as 
Jude never reproaches his adversaries with such a definite erroneous doctrine. 

Ver. 5. From this verse to ver. 7 we have three examples, as repre- 
sentations of the judgment which threatens those mentioned in ver. 4. 
Compare with this 2 Pet. ii. 4-6. —dmourjea 68 bude BobAoua], dé is used 
metabatically (as a mere particle of transition); not in order to put 
brouvjoa in contrast to mapaxaday (ver. 8), which is only to be justified by 
the explanation of Schott, that “Jude intends not properly to exhort the 
readers, but by apaxateiv he means only that he will remind them.”  suae 
is not the subject, but the object to irouvioa; comp. 2 Pet. i. 12 (Rom. xv. 
15). — sidérac [bude] drat marta]. eidétac is either in an adversative sense = 
kaimep eiddtac (Dé Wette); or, which is to be preferred on account of dmaé 
the statement of the reason of trouviou.1—adnaé is not to be united per 
hyperbaton with cca; also not = first, so that debrepov corresponding to it 
would be = secondly, and both referred to «iddtrac (Jachmann); but amaf 
belongs to eidérac, and 7d devtepov to amddecev. Hornejus incorrectly explains 
anaé by jampridem et ab initio (Arnaud: vous qui U'avez su une fois); it has 
here rather the same meaning as in ver. 3, rendering prominent that a new 
teaching is not necessary (De Wette, Stier, Wiesinger, Fronmiiller, Schott, 
Hofmann).— zavra; according to Nicolas de Lyra = omnia ad_ salutem 
necessaria ; better, every thing which is an object of evangelical teaching, 
here naturally with particular reference to what directly follows, to which 
alone the roito of the Rec. points.? — dr: 6 Kbpro¢. (‘Inooic) Aadv . . . adoac]. dre 
belongs not to eiddtac xavra, but to vrouvioa.— With the reading (6) "Incod¢ 
(Stier calls it, “without example, and incomprehensibly strange’) Jude 
here would speak from the same point of view as Paul does in 1 Cor. x. 4 
(comp. also 1 Pet. i. 11), according to which all the acts of divine revelation 
are done by the instrumentality of Christ, as the eternal Son and revealer 
of God. The name ’Ijoovc, by which Christ is designated in His earthly 
and human personality, is, however, surprising; but Jude might have so 
used it from the consciousness that the eternal Son of God and He who 
was born of Mary is the same Person (comp. 1 Cor. viii. 9; Phil. ii. 5). 
With the reading xipioc —certainly the more natural—which De Wette- 
Briickner and Hofmann prefer, whilst Wiesinger and Schott consider ’Iycov¢ 
as the original —a designation of God is to be understood. —Aasv]. That 
by this the people of Israel is meant, is evident; the article is wanting, 
because Jude would indicate that Israel was saved as an entire people, with 


1 Nicolas de Lyra: ‘¢ commonere autem vos but he erroneously thinks that amaé with «id6- 
volo et non docere de novo; et subditur ratio;” ras indicates “this knowledge is meant as a 
Bengel: ‘causa, cur admoneat duntaxat: quia knowledge effected by a definite individual 


jam sciant, semelque cognitum habeant;” so 
also Wiesinger and Schott. 
2 Schott, indeed, explains mdvra correctly ; 


act,”’ and that amaé is to be understood of the 
instruction given in Second Peter. 
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reference to the following rove pp moreboavrac.1 — 7d debrepov is to be retained 
in its proper meaning, and to be explained neither, with Nicolas de Lyra, 
and others, as = post (Arnaud: de nouveau, ensuite, apres), nor, with Grotius 
and Wolf, as = ex contrario. It indicates that what was said in the preceding 
participial sentence, namely, the divine deliverance of the people from Egypt, 
is considered as a first deed, to which a second followed. The definite 
statement of what this second is, is usually derived from the preceding 
aooac, and by it is accordingly understood a second deliverance; but there 
are different views as to what deliverance is meant. In this commentary 
the deliverance of the people from the wilderness was designated as this 
second deliverance, which certainly occurred to the people, yet only so that 
those who believed not did not attain to it, but were destroyed by God in 
the wilderness (so, in essentials, Stier, Briickner, Wiesinger). On the other 
hand, Schmidt (Bibl. Theologie, ii.), Luthardt, Schott, Hofmann, understand 
by it the deliverance effected by Christ;. whilst they regard as the punish- 
ment falling on unbelievers, the destruction of Jerusalem, or the overthrow 
of the Jewish state. But both explanations are arbitrary: for, first, it is 
unauthorized to refer 7d debtepov only to cdoac and not to é& ye Alybrrov odcac; 
and, secondly, in the principal sentence a deliverance is not at all indicated.? 
Whilst, then, Jude thinks on the deliverance from Egypt as a first deed, he 
does not mention a deliverance, but the destruction of those who believed 
not, as the second deed following the first. But this second is not indicated 
as a single deed, and therefore by it is to be understood generally what 
befell the unbelieving in the wilderness after the deliverance from Egypt; 
what this was, is expressed in the words rove uR moretoavtac anddecev. It is 
arbitrary to refer this, with Ritschl, only to the history recorded in Num. 
xxv. 1-9; and still more arbitrary to refer it, with Fronmiiller, to the Baby- 
lonish captivity (2 Chron. xxxvi. 16 ff.). Compare, moreover, with this 
verse, Heb. iii. 16-19. — rode wu moretoavrac]. On uy, with participles, see 
Winer, p. 449 f. (E. T., 482); comp. ver. 6: rove uA typpoavtac. It is to be 
observed, that in the corresponding passage, 2 Pet. ii., instead of this ex- 
ample, the deluge is named. 

Ver. 6. A second example taken from the angelic world. As God 
spared not the people rescued from bondage, so neither did He spare the 
angels who left their habitation. This also was an admonitory represen- 
tation for Christians, who, in the face of the high dignity which they 
possessed by redemption, yielded themselves to a life of vice. —dyyédoug te 
trode Wh THOHEAVTAC, K.T.A., is, according to the construction, as the re indicates, 
closely connected with the preceding. —dyyédove without the article con- 


1 Calvin observes: ‘nomen populi honori- 
fice capitur pro gente sancta et electa, ac si 
diceret, nihil illis profuisse, quod singulari 
privilegio in foedus assumpti essent;” but 
were this correct, avrod would at least have 
been added. 

2 Against Winer’s explanation, p. 576 
(E. T., 620): “the verb connected with 1a 


Sevrepov should properly have been oavx écwoe 
(aAAa, x.7.A,.); the Lord, after having saved, 
the second time (when they needed His help- 
ing grace) refused them this saving grace, and 
left them to destruction.”” But there is noth- 
ing indicated in the context of a state of being 
in want of grace, 
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sidered generally; the participle connected with the article indicates the 
definite class of angels who are here meant. For the understanding of 
this verse the following points are to be observed: (1) By the twofold 
participial clause rote uy . . . dpyqv and anotunévrac. . . olxgtnptov, something 
sinful is attributed to the angels (2 Pet. ii. 4: duapryodvtwv), on account of 
which the punishment expressed by ei¢ xpiow . . . rermonxe was inflicted upon 
them; (2) The two clauses uw? ... ddd . . . so correspond, that the second 
positive clause explains the first negative clause; and (3) what Jude says of 
the angels corresponds with the doctrine of the angels contained in the 
Book of Enoch. — rote py tnphoavtac ray éavtav apynv, K.7.A.]. dox® must here 
denote something which the angels by forsaking 7d idiov oixytjpcov did not 
preserve, but gave up or slighted. But by dod. 7d id. oixnt., according to 
the Book of Enoch xii. 4,1is meant their forsaking of heaven, and their 
descent to earth in order to go after the daughters of men (so also 
Hofmann); but not, as Hornejus and others think, the loss of the heavenly 
dwelling, which they drew upon themselves by conspiring against God; 
which would militate against the first observation. — By dpy7 expositors 
understand either the original condition (origo: Calvin, Grotius, Hornejus,? 
and others), or the dominion which originally belonged to them (Bengel, De 
Wette, Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann; Brickner thinks that the meaning 
dominion passes over into that of origin). According to the first explanation, 
the term is too indefinite, both in itself and in reference to the second 
parallel clause. It is in favor of the second explanation, that in the N. T. 
angels are often designated by the name dpy7, apyai; as also the prevailing 
idea among the Jews was, that to the angels a lordship belongs over the 
earthly creation. By this explanation, also, the two clauses correspond; 
instead of administering their office as rulers, they forsook their heavenly 
habitation, and thus became culpable. The explanation, according to 
which dpy4 éavrav denotes not the dominion of the angels, but the dominion 
of God, to which they were subjected, is both against linguistic usage and 
against the context. —ei¢ xpiow . .. tethpnxev]. Statement of the punish- 
ment. This also corresponds with the expression in the Book of Enoch, 
where in chap. x. 12 it is said; “Bind them fast under the mountains of 
the earth . . . even to the day of judgment . . . until the last judgment 
will be held for all eternity.?— rerjpnxev is in sharp contrast to uy rnpqcav- 


1 “ Announce to the watchers of heaven, 2 Hornejus, after John viii. 44, designates 
who forsook the high heaven and their holy as the original condition here meant, veritas, 
eternal abodes, and have corrupted themselves 1.e., innocentia et sanctitas. Stier thinks 
with women;” xv. 3: ‘* Wherefore have ye “that the original condition was at the same 


forsaken the high and holy and eternal heaven, time the ground of their nature and condition 
and have slept with women?’ ... Ixiv.: in God, or, as it is now perhaps called, the 
** These are the angels who have gone down principle of their true life. They preserved 
from heaven to earth;’’ and other passages. not themselves in God, whilst they surren- 


Gen. vi. 2 lies at the foundation of this tradi- dered and lost the proper pure ground of their 
tion, the explanation of which is to this day glorious being.” 

contested. Whilst Hofmann explains the ex. 3 Comp. also x. 4: “Bind Azazél, and put 
pression DONT ‘23 as a designation of him in darkness,” xiv. 5, xxi. 10, etc. In the 
the angels, Ferd. Philippi decidedly rejects Midrasch Ruth in the Book of Zohar it is said: 
this explanation. * Postquam filii Dei filios genuerunt, sumsit 
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rac: the perfect expresses an action begun in the past and continued in the 
present. The mode of retention is more precisely stated by decpoic aidiou bxd 
Gov]. By didioe the chains by which they are bound are designated as 
eternal, and incapable of being rent. 7d fogov]. ée0¢ only here and ver. 
13, and in the parallel passages, 2 Pet. ii. 4 and 17; comp. also Wisd. xvii. 
2;1 usually oxdroc, the darkness of hell; i26 is explained by conceiving the 
angels in the lowest depths of hell, covered with darkness.? In rerfpyxev is 
not contained the final doom which will only take place at the general 
judgment; therefore: ec xpiow peydanc juépac]. bey. 7KuEPA, without any 
further designation, used of the last judgment only here; the same adjec- 
tive, as an attribute of that day, in Acts ii. 20; Rev. vi. 17, xvi. 14. 

Ver. 7. Third example: the judgment on Sodom and Gomorrha and 
the cities about them, which, however, is not co-ordinate with the preceding 
two, but is closely connected with the last mentioned, “whilst here both 
times a permanent condition is meant, which a similar sin has had as its 
consequence, whereas dmddecev (ver. 5) states a judgment of God already 
past” (Hofmann's Schriftb., I. p. 428). — dc is not to be connected with the 
following éuoiwc, ver. 8; nor is dm, ver. 5, to be connected with brouryoa . . . 
BotAouae (De Wette) = how instead of “that;” it refers rather to what 
directly precedes = like as (Semler, Arnaud, Hofmann, Briickner, Wiesinger, 
Schott, and others; Luther: as also), whilst ver. 7 confirms ayyéAove .. . 
ternpnxev by the comparison with what befell Sodom and Gomorrha: God 
retains the angels kept unto the day of judgment, even as Sodom and 
Gomorrha rpoxewra deiyua, «7.4. With the connection with izouy, fovd. 
(ver. 5) a preceding xa would hardly be necessary, also the words rdv éuoov 
toorac indicate the close connection with ver. €.— Zddoua cat Touoppa fre- 
quently adduced in the O. and N. T. as examples of the divine judgment; 
see, for example, Rom. ix. 29.— «ai ai rept abrac rode, according to Deut. 
xxix. 23; Hos. xi. 8, Admah and Zeboim.—rdv duowy tpdtov tovtose éxrop- 


eos Deus et ad montem tenebrarum perduxit, 
hgavitque in caienis ferreis, quae usque ad 
medium abyssi maguae pertingunt.” 

1 Comp. also Hesiod, Theog., v. 729, where 
it is said: — 

"Ev0a Oeot Turnves vd Godw npoevta 
Kexpudarat, BovAnar Atos vehedAnyeperao 
Xwpw év evpwevte, 

2 There is an apparent difference between 
what is here said, and the representations of 
the N. T. elsewhere, according to which Satan 
and his ayyeAo. have even now their residence 
in the air (Eph. ii. 2, or in the upper regions, 
.€v Toig émovpavtocs, Eph. vi. 12), and although 
already judged by Christ (John xvi. 11), yet 
AB KoopMoKpatopes exercise power over unbe- 
lievers, and also lay snares for believers, in 
order to bring them again into subjection. 
Expositors, in general, have attempted to rec- 
oncile this by referring this continued activity 
of the Devil to the special permission of 
God; Calvin, otherwise: ‘‘ porro nobis fingen- 


dus non est Jocus, quo inclusi sint diaboli; 
simpliciter enim docere voluit Ap., quam 
misera sit eorum conditio ... nam quocunque 
pergant, secum trahunt sua vincula et suis 
tenebris obvoluti manent.” Dietlein remarks 
on 2 Pet. ii. 4: “ Not only Tartarus, but also 
the chains of darkness, are to be understood 
in a local and corporeal sense, but not of such 
a locality, or of such an imprisonment in that 
locality, as would require an exclusion from 
our locality, or an incapability of movement 
through our locality.” But all these artificial 
explanations are to be rejected, inasmuch as 
Jude does not speak of Satan and his angels, 
but of a definite class of angels, to whom, in 
agreement with the Book of Enoch, he refers 
Gen. vi.2. This is correctly observed by Hof- 
mann, Wiesinger, and Schott, with whom 
Briickner appears to agree; on the other hand, 
F. Philippi (p. 140) observes: “Jude speaks 
here of the original fall of the angels from 
pride, not of their union with earthly women.” 
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veboacat], rtobto may grammatically be referred to E60. «. Tu. (or, by synesis, 
to the inhabitants of these cities; so Krebs, Calvin, Hornejus, Vorstius, 
and others); but by this construction the sin of Sodom and Gomorrha 
would only be indirectly indicated. Since, also, rotroue cannot refer to the 
false teachers, ver. 4, because, as De Wette correctly remarks, the thought 
of ver. 8 would be anticipated, it must refer to the angels who, according 
to the Book of Enoch, sinned in a similar way as the inhabitants of those 
cities (thus Herder, Schneckenburger, Jachmann, De Wette, Arnaud, Hof- 
mann, and others). — éxropvebcaca, the sin of the inhabitants, is. designated 
as the action of the cities themselves. The verb (often in the LXX., the 
translation of 131; also in the Apocrypha) is in the N. T. a dm. Aey. The 
preposition é« serves for strengthening the idea, indicating that “one by 
mopveveey becomes unfaithful to true moral conduct” (Hofmann), but not 
that “he goes beyond the boundaries of nature” (Stier, Wiesinger, and 
similarly Schott). — cai dmeAdovcat omiow capxdc érépac]. The expression drépy. 
énio« tivéc is found in Mark i. 20 in its literal sense; here it has a figurative 
meaning; comp. 2 Pet. ii. 10, mopebecdar om.; Jer. li. 5; Ecclus. xlvi. 10. — 
Arnaud: ces mots sont ici un euphémisme, pour exprimer Vacte de la prostitution. 
In a76 is contained the turning aside from the right way. Oecumenius 
thus explains the import of odpé érépa: oapka dé Erépav, THY aPpnva bow Aéyet, dC 
uh Tpdc avvovalav yevécews avvTedovoay; SO also Brickner and Wiesinger. Stier, 
Schott, Hofmann, proceed further, referring to Lev. xviii. 23, 24, and 
accordingly explaining it: “not only have they practised shame, man with 
man, but even man with beast” (Stier). Only this explanation corresponds 
to oapxd¢ érépac, and only by it do the connection of ver. 7 with ver. 6, ex- 
pressed by c¢, and the explanation: rdv éuoov tpdmov robrurc, receive their true 
meaning. The ocapé of men was érépa capi to the angels, as that of beasts is 
to men. In the parallel passage, 2 Pet. ii. 6, the sin of the cities is not: 
stated. — mpéxewrar deiyua mvpd¢ aivviov diknv bréxovoa], mpoxevta: they lie 
before the eyes as a deiyua; not, “inasmuch as the example of punishment in 
its historicai attestation 1s ever present” (Schott); but, inasmuch as the Dead 
Sea continually attests that punishment, which Jude considers as enduring. 
There is a certain boldness in the expression, as properly it is not the cities 
and their inhabitants who are mpéxewra. The genitive nupd¢ aiwvion may 
grammatically depend both on deiyuwa and on dixgv. Most expositors (par- 
ticularly Wiesinger, Schott, Briickner) consider the second construction as 
the correct one, but hardly rightly: as, (1) deiywa would then lose its exact 
definition; (2) mip aiévov always designates hell-fire, to which the con- 
demned are delivered up at the last judgment (see Matt. xxy. 41); (8) the 
juxtaposition of this verse with ver. 6, where the present punitive condition 
of the angels is distinguished from that which will occur after the judgment, 
favors the idea that the cities (or rather their inhabitants) are here not 
designated as those who even now suffer the punishment of elernal fire. 


1 Wiesinger incorrectly observes that ‘by _ fire,” since precisely the contrary is the case. 
this connection we must also assume that those Wiesinger arrives at this erroneous assumption 
angels also suffer the punishment of eternal by taking devyya as equivalent to example. It 
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But Jude could designate the cities as a deiyya of eternal ire, considering 
the fire by which they were destroyed as a figure of eternal fire. Hofmann 
correctly connects vpd¢ aiwviov with detyya, but he incorrectly designates 
deiyua mvp, aivv. as a preceding apposition to dixmv: “it may be seen in them 
(deiya = exhibition) what is the nature of eternal fire, inasmuch as the fire 
that has consumed them is enduring in its after-operations;” by this 
explanation nip cidwov is deprived of its proper meaning. With dixy 
bnéyouoa the fact is indicated that they have continually to suffer punish- 
ment, since the period that punishment was inflicted upon them in the time 
of Lot;! corresponding to what is said of the angels in ver. 6.— dezyyva in 
N. T., dm. dey. (Jas. v. 11, and frequently: bxdderyua), not = example, but 
proof, testimony, sign. wnéyew likewise in N. T., Ga, Aey.; 2 Mace. iv. 48, 
Cnuiav bréxe (2 Thess. i. 9, dixnv tiew). 

Ver. 8. Description of the sins of the false teachers; comp. 2 Pet. ii. 10. 
— dpoiwe, i.e., similarly as Sodom and Gomorrha, etc. — vévtor expresses here 
no contrast (so earlier in this commentary: “notwithstanding the judgment 
which has come on those cities on account of such sins”), but it serves, as 
Hofmann correctly observes, appealing to Kiihner’s Gramm., II. p. 694, 
“simply for the strengthening of the expression, putting the emphasis on 
duviwe ; those men, says Jude, actually do the same thing as the Sodomites.” 
—kxal ovra refers back to rivec dvOpwrat, ver. 4. — evurriagouevor only here and 
in Acts il. 17, where it is used of prophetical dreams, according to Joel 
iii. 1. This meaning does not here suit, for Bretschneider’s explanation, 
“falsis oraculis decepti vel falsa oracula edentes,” is wholly arbitrary. Most 
expositors unite it closely with the following capxa waivover, and understand 
it either de somniis, in quibus corpus polluitur (Vorstius), or of voluptuous 
dreams, appealing to Isa. lvi. 10 (LXX., évutviatouevor coitgv, an inaccurate 
translation of the Hebrew 0°22¥ O'%N), or of unnatural cohabiting (Oecu- 
menius). Jachmann (with whom Briickner agrees) understands it generally 
= “sunk in sleep, i.e., hurried along in the tumult of the senses,” appealing 
to the parallel passage, 2 Pet. ii. 10 (év émivuig). Similarly Calvin: est meta- 
phorica loquutio, qua significat, ipsos tam esse habetes, ut sine ulla verecundia ad 
omnem turpitudinem se prostituant. But in all these explanations the expres- 
sion is only referred to the first clause of the following sentence; but this is 
opposed to the construction: it refers to both clauses, —else it would have 
been put directly with uaivovor, —and denotes the condition in which and 
out of which they do those things which are expressed in the following 
clauses. It is unsatisfactory to keep in view only the negative point of 
évurredgecdat, the want of a clear consciousness ;? the positive point is chiefly 


is also entirely erroneous when it is asserted 
that mupos aiwviov dikn is an evident type of 
hell-fire, since wip aidviov is itself hell-fire. 
‘To be compared with this is 8 Mace. ii. 5: ov 

+ + Zodomitas.. . mupi. 


sentation from Wisd. x. 7, and the various 
phenomena which lead to the supposition of a 
subterranean fire at the Dead Sea (see Winer’s 
Bibl. Realw.: todtos Meer). 

2 Hornejus: ‘ tam insipientes sunt, ut quasi 
lethargo sopiti non tantum impure vivant,” 


«« katTepAckas, mapa 
Sevryma Tols émvyvowevois Katacticas; and 


Libanius in reference to Troy: xeirac mapa- 
deryna Svotoxias Tupds aiwviov. 
1 There is no necessity to derive this repre- 


etc.; Arnaud: ‘qui agissent sans savoir ce 
quwils font.” 
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to be observed, which consists in living in the arbitrary fancies of their own 
perverted sense, which renders them deaf to the truths and warnings of the 
divine word (so in essentials, Stier, Fronmiiller, Wiesinger, Schott, Brickner, 
Hofmann).1 The reference to Isa. xxix. 10, LXX.: menétixev duac KUpLog KaTa- 
vigewc, is unsuitable (against Beza, Carpzov, and others), as here the discourse 
is not above a punitive decree of God. — cdpxa piv jaivovor, not their flesh, 
but generally the flesh, both their own and that of others: the thought refers 
back to ver. 7: éxmopvetoaca, etc. —Kvpiétyta d? abeTodor, ddEac OE BAandnuodow, 
announces a new side of their sinful nature. As this verse is in evident 
connection of thought with ver. 10, where the words éca dé dvoidc . . .. ob8i- 
povrat refer back to odpxa piv maiv., SO Kvpi6ryc and ddgac can only be here such 
things as suit the words éca oi« oldacw. It is thus incorrect to understand 
them of political powers (Erasmus, Calvin, Grotius, Wolf, Semler, Stier, and 
others), or of ecclesiastical rulers (Oecumenius),? or of human authorities 
generally, the two words being either taken as designations of concrete per- 
sons, or one of them as a pure abstraction; Arnaud: par kvpiryra il faut 
entendre l’autorité en général et par ddga¢ les dignités quelconques, les hommes 
méritant, par leur position, le respect et la considération.— Both expressions are 
to be understood as a designation of supermundane powers. Almost all 
recent expositors agree in this, although they differ widely in the more 
definite statement. These different explanations are as follows: (1) «ypu 
érn¢ is taken as a designation of God or Christ, and déga as a designation of 
the good angels (Ritschl); (2) the good angels are understood in both ex- 
pressions (Briickner) ; (8) «vpsiry¢ is understood in the first explanation, but 
doa is explained of the evil angels (Wiesinger); (4) both expressions are 
understood as a designation of the evil angels (Schott). In order first cor- 
rectly to determine the idea «vpidryec, the relation of ver. 8 to what goes before 
is to be observed. The judgments which have befallen the people (ver. 5), 
the angels (ver. 6), and the cities (ver. 7), are by Jude adduced as a testi- 
mony against the Antinomians (oiro, ver. 8) mentioned in ver. 4, evidently 
because these persons are guilty of the same sins on account of which those 
judgments occurred. Since odpxa puaivovor evidently points back to é«ropveb- 
caoa, ver. 7, and further to doéAyeiav, ver. 4, it is most natural to refer xvpi6- 
tra dberovow to ph morevovrac, ver. 5, and, further, to tiv povov deonornv ... 
dpvoouevo, ver. 4. Consequently, by xvpiéry¢e —if one takes rdv pévov deonéryv 
as a designation of God — is to be understood the Godhead ; or, if one under- 
stands r. pv. 6. as a predicate to ’Ina. Xp., Christ. If, now, it is assumed that 
d6fa is an idea corresponding to «vpidryc, and to be taken along with it, then 
by it the good angels are to be understood. But it must not be overlooked 
that the clause ddéa¢ dé BAaopnuovow is separated from the preceding clause by 
6é; and that ver. 9 leads to a different understanding of 6d6ga. When in 


1 «"I‘hose here spoken of are wakefuldream- _ that by «vpudrys may also be understood » Tod 
ers, s0 that they, when they should perceive Kata Xpiorov pvornpiov tedevt7H, and by ddoéae 
with their wakeful senses, have only dreams, also » madaia StabyKn Kat 7 vea; on 2 Pet. ii. 
and what they dream they esteem as the per- 10 he observes; ddfas, jrou Tas Oelas pyoi Suve- 
ception of the wakeful spirit.” MeELS, ] Kal Tas ExKANTLATTLKaS apXas. 

2 Oecumenius, however, wavers, thinking 
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ver. 9 it is said of the archangel Michael that he dared not xpiow émeveyxeiv 
Praconuiac against the Devil, this Baacdnuiac evidently refers back to PAac¢n- 
povow, ver. 8, consequently the two ideas dogac and diaBodoc are brought 
together, so that from this the preference must be given to the explanation 
which understands by déga¢ the diabolical powers, or the evil angels. That 
not ouly dda, but also «upuirye, is a designation of evil powers, Schott incor- 
rectly appeals to the fact that in 2 Pet. ii. 10, and also here, the unchaste, 
carnal life of the false teachers is connected with their despising or rejection 
of xvpiryc¢; for although it is presupposed that the recognition of the rever- 
ence for «vpiérn¢ might restrain these men from the abuse of their fleshly 
nature, yet it does not follow from this that only evil spirits can be meant, 
since also the recognition of the reverence for the divine power restrains 
from the abuse of the corporeal senses which were created by God. To the 
identification of kvpsiry¢ and d6gac— whether good or evil angels are to be 
understood — not only is the form of the expression opposed, Jude not unit- 
ing the two clauses by «ai, but, as already remarked, separating them by 6é,1 
but also the difference of the conduct of the Antinomians, whilst they de- 
spise (dHetovow; 2 Pet.: catagpovovaw) the xvpidryc, but blaspheme the déga. 
The clearer this separation and distinction are kept in view, the less reason 
is there against deriving the exact meaning of ddga from ver. 9 (2 Pet. ii. 10 
from ver. 11), and consequently against understanding by it evil angels 
(comp. Hofmann); only it must not be affirmed that Jude has used the 
expression dog as a name for the evil angels as such, but only that, whilst 
so naming angels generally, he here means the evil angels, as is evident 
from ver. 9. That these may be understood by this designation, cannot be 
denied, especially, as Wiesinger points out, as Paul in Eph. vi. 12 names 
them ai dpyai, ai é£ovaiat, of Koopoxparopec, and says of them that they are év roi¢ 
éxovpaviow. —d0etovow . . . BAaodypyovow]. The first expression is negative, the 
second positive; the Antinomians manifested the despising of xvpiiryc by 
the carnal licentiousness of their lives, whilst they fancied themselves 
exempt. by yapec (ver. 4) from the duty of obedience to the will of God (or 
Christ) as the xipic requiring a holy life; but their blasphemy of the ddga 
consisted in this, that, on the reproach of having in their immorality fallen 
under diabolical powers, they mocked at them as entirely impotent beings. 


RemMArK. — According to Ritschl’s opinion, the actions which Jude here 
asserts of the Antinomians represent directly only the guilt of their forerunners 
(namely, the Israelites, ver. 5; the angels, ver. 6; and the Sodomites, ver. 7), 
and his expressions can therefore only be understood in an indirect and meta- 
phorical sense. To this conclusion Ritschl arrives (1) by explaining the second 
clause of ver. 10, that the Antinomians understood relations to be understood 
spiritually puoude oe ra dAvya Soa, i.e., that they considered the blessings prom- 
ised in the kingdom of heaven as the blessings of sensual enjoyment; (2) by so 
understanding the relation of ver. 8 to the preceding, that ddfa¢ BAwad. is to be 
referred back to ver, 7, «vpir, ader. to ver. 6, and capxd wiaiv to ver. 5. According 


1 Also in 2 Pet. ii. 10, Sdfas od tpéuovow katappovovytas by the intervening roAmyrat 
BAachnmovvrTes is separated from xvuptdrytos avbabderse 
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to his view, Jude finds the guilt of the Sodomites (ver. 7) to consist in this, 
that by the design of practising their lust on the angels, they blasphemed them; 
the guflt of the angels (ver. 6) in this, that they undervalued their own domin- 
jon; and the guilt of the Israelites (ver. 5) in this, that they had criminal 
intercourse with the impure daughters of Moab. Over against this, the guilt of 
the Antinomians consisted in this: (1) that they regarded immorality as a 
privilege of the kingdom of God, which they have in common with the angels; 
(2) that by referring their immoral practice to the kingdom of God, they showed 
a depreciation of the dominion which belongs to Christ, or to which they them- 
selves are called; and (3) that by their doéAyeca they were guilty of the defile- 
ment of those connected with them in the Christian Church. But both the 
explanation of the second clause of ver. 10, where there is no mention of the 
blessings of the kingdom of heaven, and the statement of the relation of ver. 8 
to what goes before, is incorrect, since in ver. 7 the Sodomites and the other 
cities are reproached, not with an evil intention, but with an actual doing; in 
ver. 6 the not preserving their dpy7, and the forsaking of their oixyrjpiov, are 
indeed reckoned as a crime to the angels, but specially on this account, because 
they did it—as Tov duolov tpdrov tovroi, ver. T, shows —for the sake of éx7op- 
vevetv; and, lastly, in ver. 5 the criminal intercourse with the daughters of 
Moab is not indicated as the reason of their dzwAea, but their unbelief (u7 
motevovtac). For these reasons Wiesinger has correctly rejected the explanation 
of Ritsch] as mistaken. — The view of Steinfass, expressed on 2 Pet. ii. 10, that 
the. blasphemy of the doa by the Antinomians consisted in their wishing to 
constrain the angels by charms to love-intrigues, is, apart from all other con- 
siderations, contradicted by the fact that neither in 2 Peter nor in Jude is there 
any reference to charms and love-intrigues with the angels. 


Ver. 9 places in a strong light the wickedness of this blasphemy (comp. 
2 Pet. ii. 11). They do something against the 6éfw, which even Michael 
the archangel did not venture to do against the Devil. —6 6d Muyaqa 6 
épxayyeyoc]. Michael, in the doctrine of the angels, as it was developed 
during and after the captivity by the Jews, belonged to the seven highest 
angels, and was regarded as the guardian of the nation of Israel; Dan. 
at, 1 Oy »3-Dy TWpyN oy WT; comp. x. 13, 21; in the N. T. he is 
only mentioned in Rev. xii. 7. In the Book of Enoch, chap. xx. 5, he 
is described as “one of the holy angels set over the best part of the human 
race, over the people.” — dpydyyeaor only here and in 1 Thess. iv. 16 (Dan. 
xii. 1, lxx., 6 dpywv 6 péyac).1— bre TH duaj3dAw, «.7.A.]. This legend is found 
neither in the O. T., nor in the rabbinical writings, nor in the Book of 
Enoch; Jude, however, supposes it well known. Oecumenius thus explains 
the circumstance: Aéyerar tov MiyayA . . . TH TOD Mucéuc tadH Sedinnovyévar' Tod 
yap StaBdrov rovto pu Katadexouévov, GAN émipépovtog EyKAnua dia Tov Tov AiyuTTiov 
povov, wg adbrov dvtoc To Mucéuc, Kai dud TodTO py OvyXupeicbue aita Tuyeiv The évtipov 
tadyc. According to Jonathan on Deut. xxxiv. 6, the grave of Moses was 
given to the special custody of Michael. This legend, with reference to 
the manslaughter committed by Moses, might easily have been formed, as 


1 See Winer’s Bibl. Reallex.: Angel, Michael. 
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Oecumenius states it, “out of Jewish tradition, extant in writing alongside 
of the Scriptures” (Stier).1_ According to Origen (rep? dpyav, iii. 2), Jude 
derived his account from a writing known in his age, dvaBaouw tod Mwoéwe.? 
Calvin, and others, regard oral tradition as the source; Nicolas de Lyra, 
and others, a special revelation of the Holy Ghost; and F. Philippi, a 
direct instruction of the disciples by Christ, occasioned by the appearance 
of Moses on the mount of transfiguration. De Wette has correctly observed 
that the explanation is neither to be derived from the Zendavesta (Herder), 
nor is the contest to be interpreted allegorically (céua Muoéws = the people 
of Israel, or the Mosaic law). — dvaxpevduevoc due?éyero]. The juxtaposition of 
these synonymous words serves for the strengthening of the idea; by 
duedéyero the conflict is indicated as a verbal altercation. — ob érdAuyoe, he 
ventured not. — xpiow énevéyxew BAaognuiac]. Calovius incorrectly explains it 
by: ultionem de blasphemia sumere, the words refer not to a blasphemy 
uttered by the Devil, but to a blasphemy against the Devil, from which 
Michael restrained himself. — xpiow émpépecv denotes a judgment pronounced 
against any one (comp. Acts xxv. 18: airiav émidépew). — kpisi BAaognuiac is 
a judgment containing in itself a blasphemy. By iaog., that saying — 
namely, an invective —is to be understood by which the dignity belonging 
to another is injured. Michael restrained himself from such an invective 
against the Devil, because he feared to injure his original dignity; instead 
of pronouncing a judgment himself, he left this to God. Herder: “ And 
Michael dared not to pronounce an abusive sentence.” — 442’ elmev: éretiuqoat 
cot xipuoc, the Lord rebuke thee; comp. Matt. xvii. 18, xix. 18, ete. According 
to Zech. iii. 1-3, the angel of the Lord spoke the same words to the Devil, 
who in the vision of Zechariah stood at his right hand as an adversary of 
the high priest Joshua (LXX.: émrypjoar xbpto¢ év cot dudBore). 

Ver. 10. Description of the false teachers with reference to ver. 8 in 
contrast to ver. 9; comp. 2 Pet. ii, 12. — They blaspheme, dca pév obk oldacz, 
what they know not: the supermundane, to which the 6ééa, ver. 8, belong, is 
meant. Hofmann: “they know about it, otherwise they could not blas- 
pheme it; but they have no acquaintance with it, and yet in their ignorance 
judge of it, and that in a blasphemous manner” (comp. Col. ii. 18, according 
to the usual reading). Those expositors who understand xvpiérnra and dégag 
of human authorities, are at a loss for an explanation of the thoughts here 
expressed; thus Arnaud: il est assez difficile de préciser, quelles étaient ces 


1 Schmid (Bibl. Theol., Il. p. 149), Luth- 
ardt, Hofmann (Schriftbeweis, I. p. 840), 
Schott, Wiesinger (less definitely), think that 
the conflict consisted in Michael not permitting 
the Devil to exercise his power over the dead 
body of Moses, but withdrawing it from cor- 
ruption; for which an appeal is made to the 
fact that ‘God had honored Moses to see in 
the body a vision of His entire nature’’ (Hof- 
mann), and also that ** Moses was to be a type 
of the Mediator conquering death” (Schott), 
and that Moses appeared with Christ on the 
mount of transfiguration. In his explanation 


of this Epistle, Hofmann expresses himself 
to this effect, that Satan wished to prevent 
‘* Moses, who shared in the impurity of death, 
and who had been a sinful man, from being 
miraculously buried by the holy hand of God 
(through Michael),’’ 

2 See on this apocryphal writing, F. Phi- 
lippi (Das Buch Henoch, p. 166-191) who 
ascribes the composition of it to a Christian in 
the second century, and assumes that he was 
induced to it by this 9th verse in the Epistle of 
Jude; this at all events is highly improbable. 
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choses qu’ignoraient ces impies. —éoa 0: dvounde exioravta, a contrast to what 
goes before; corresponding to odpxd yuaivovor, ver. 8, only here the idea is 
carried farther. Jachmann explains it: “the passions inherent in every 
one;” but this does not suit éxicravrax. De Wette, correctly. the objects of 
sensual enjoyment ; to which the opi (ver. 8) especially belongs. By gvotd¢ 
(an. Aey. = of nature) de ra ddoya faa is prominently brought forward the fact 
that their understanding is not raised above that of the irrational animals, 
that to them only the sensual is something known. There is no distinction 
between eidévar and érioracéu, as Schott thinks, that the former denotes a 
comprehensive knowledge, and the latter a mere external knowing (“they 
understand, namely, in respect of the external and sensual side of things, 
practically applied”); but these two verbs obtain this distinctive meaning 
here only through the context in which they are employed by Jude (comp. 
Hofmann). —éy robroc g6eipovrai]. év, more significant than dd, designates 
their entire surrender to these things. — ¢dcipovra. Luther, they corrupt 
themselves; better, they destroy themselves, namely, by their immoderate 
indulgences. In Luther’s translation the words d¢ rd dAoya oa are incor- 
rectly attached to this verb. 
Ver. 11. The author interrupts his description of these ungodly men by 
a denunciation on them, which he grounds by characterizing them after the 
example of the ungodly in the O. T. (comp. 2 Pet. ii. 15 ff.). —obai abroic]. 
The same denunciation frequently occurs in the discourses of Jesus: “at 
once a threatening and a strong disapproval” (De Wette). With this ovai 
Jude indicates the judgment into which the Antinomians have fallen; it 
refers back to vv. 5-7. Wiesinger incorrectly understands it only as a mere 
“exclamation of pain and abhorrence.”1 This denunciation of woe does 
not occur with an apostle; frequently in the O. T.— ér 19 608 rod Kaiv érop- 
ednoav]. On the phrase: 17 60 rivoe ropeteobar, comp. Acts xiv. 16. (Acts 
ix. 31: xop. 7@ 468 7. kupiov.) 7) 6d is to be understood locally (see Meyer 
on the above passages), not “instrumentally ” (Schott), which does not suit 
éxopebdnoav, —énopeddnoav; preterite (Luther and others translate it as the 
present), because Jude represents the judgment threatened in obal abroi¢ as 
fulfilled (De Wette-Briickner). Schott incorrectly explains it: “they have 
set out, set forth.” Many expositors find the similarity with Cain to consist 
in this, that, whereas he murdered his brother, these by seduction of the 
brethren are guilty of spiritual murder; so Oecumenius, Estius, Grotius 
(Cain fratri vitam caducam ademit ; illi fratribus adimunt aeternam), Calovius, 
Hornejus, Schott, and others. But this conversion into the spiritual is 
arbitrary, especially as the desire of seduction in these men is not specially 
brought forward by Jude. Other expositors, adhering to the murder com- 
mitted by Cain, think on the persecuting zeal of these false teachers against 
believers ; so Nicolas de Lyra, sequuntur mores et studia latronis ex invidia et 
avaritia persequentes sincerioris theologiae studiosos. As the later Jews re- 


1 Hofmann correctly observes: “ovaé has 21). As not the first but the second is the 
evil in view, whether it be in the tone of com- case here, Hofmann should not have rejected 
passion which bewails it (Matt. xxiii. 15), or the explanation of De Wette. 
of indignation which imprecates it (Matt. xi. 
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garded Cain as a symbol of moral scepticism, so Schneckenburger supposes 
that Jude would here reproach his opponents with this scepticism; but 
there is also no indication of this in the context. De Wette stops at the 
idea that Cain is named as “the archetype of all wicked men;” so also 
Arnaud! and Hofmann; but this is too general. Briickner finds the point 
of resemblance in this, that as Cain out of envy, on account of the favor 
shown to Abel, resisting the commandment and warning of God, slew his 
brother, so these false teachers resisted God, and that from envy of the 
favor shown to believers. But in the context there is no indication of 
the definite statement “from envy.” It is more in correspondence with the 
context to find the tertium compar. in this, that Cain, in spite of the warning 
of God, followed his own wicked lusts. Fronmiiller: “The point of com- 
parison is acting on the selfish impulses of nature, in contempt of the 
warnings of God.” —«ai tH xAdvy Tod Barady pucdod eexiOnoav]. mAavn, aS a 
sinful moral error, denotes generally a vicious life averted from the truth; 
comp. Jas. v. 20; 2 Pet. ii. 18 (Ezek. xxxiii. 16, LXX., translation of 
PWD). éxyeiooa in the middle, literally, to issue forth out of something, 
construed with eic 14; figuratively, to rush into something, to give one’s self up 
with all his might to something (Clemens Alexandrinus, p. 491, 3; e¢ jdovav 
éxyvdévtec; several proof passages in Wahl, Elsner, Wetstein); it is less 
suitable to explain the verb according to Ps. xxiii. 2, where the LXX. have 
éexton as a translation of 139W = to slip (Grotius: errare). The dative rj 
TAdvy is = sic trav rAGvynv; Schott incorrectly explains it as dativus instrumen- 
talis, since éeyi@noav requires a statement for the completion of the idea. 
The genitive «odod is, with Winer, p, 194 (KE. T., 206), to be translated: 
for reward (see Grotius in loco); so that the meaning is: “they gave 
themselves up for a reward (i.e., for the sake of earthly advantage, thus 
from covetousness; Luther; ‘for the sake of enjoyment’) to the sin of 
Balaam;” thus most interpreters, also Brickner, Wiesinger, Hofmann. 
De Wette, on the contrary, after the example of Erasmus, Vatablus, and 
others, explains Badadu as a genitive dependent on rod yuofod; the dative 79 
mAavy as = by means of the error; and é&eybdyoay as an intransitive verb = 
“to commit excesses, to give vent to.” Accordingly, he translates the 
passage as follows: “By (by means of) the error (seduction) of the reward 
of Balaam, they have poured themselves out (in vice).” So also Hornejus: 
deceptione mercedis, qua deceptus fuit Balaam, effusi sunt.2 But this con- 
struction is extremely harsh, the idéas mAdvy and ééeyienoav are arbitrarily 
interpreted, and the whole sentence, so interpreted, would be withdrawn 
from the analogy of the other two with which it is co-ordinate.8 Schott 
construes the genitive with zAéavy, whilst he designates it “as an additional, 


1 Arnaud: ‘J. compare seulement, d’une effusos esse, quia scilicet instar aquae difflu- 


maniére trés générale, ses adversaires & Cain, 
sous le rapport de la méchanceté.” 

2 Calvin: “ dixit (Ap.), instar Bileam mer- 
cede fuisse deceptos, quia pietatis doctrinam 
turpis lueri gratia adulterant; sed metaphora, 
qua utitur, aliquanto plus exprimit; dixit enim 


entis projecta sit eorum intemperies. 

8 «The parallelism of the three clauses 
requires that ty mAdvy e&exv@ncay should re- 
main together, accordingly the genitive is 
equivalent to avti wic@ov ” (Stier). 


VERSE 11. 687 


and, as it were, a parenthetically added genitive for the sake of precision,” 
and for this he supplies a xaévy: “the error of Balaam, which was an error 
determined by gain.” This construction, it is true, affords a suitable sense, 
but it is not linguistically justified: it is entirely erroneous to take juo600 
as in apposition to Badatp= dc uobdv ydnnoev, 2 Pet. ii. 15 (Fronmiiller, 
Steinfass). — De Wette, chiefly from Rev. ii. 14, finds the point of resem- 
blance in this, that “ Balaam as a false prophet and a seducer to unchastity 
and idolatry, and contrary to the will of God, went to Balak, and that he is 
also particularly considered as covetous and mercenary.” But there is no 
indication that the men of whom Jude speaks enticed others to idolatry. 
Hofmann observes that this clause calls the sin of those described as “a 
devilish conduct against the people of God, the prospect of a rich reward 
being too alluring to Balaam to prevent him entering into the desires of 
Balak to destroy the people of God;”’ but in this explanation also a refer- 
ence is introduced not indicated by the context. That Jude had primarily 
in view the covetousness of Balaam, wiofod shows; blinded by covetousness, 
Balaam resisted the will of God; his resistance was his r2év7, in which, and 

in the motive to it, the Antinomians resembled him (Briickner, Wiesinger) ; 
whether Jude had also in view the seduction to unchastity (comp. Num. 
xxx. 16; Fronmiiller), is at least doubtful; and it is still more doubtful to 
find the point of resemblance in this, that the Antinomians “had in view a 
material gain to be obtained by the ruin of the Church of God” (Schott). — 
kal TH dvridoyia tod Kopé dnddovro]. dvtidoyia, contradiction; here, seditious 
resistance. dméAovro does not mean that “they lost themselves in the dvr. 
of Korah,” but “that they perished;” accordingly, 79 dvrAoyia is the 
instrumental dative. The point of resemblance is not, with Nicolas de 
Lyra, to be sought in this, that the opponents of Jude formed propter 
ambitionem honoris et gloriae sectas erroneas; or, with Hornejus, that they 
assumed the munus Apostolorum ecclesiae doctorum; or, with Hofmann, that 
they, as Korah (“ whose resistance consisted in his unwillingness to recognize 
as valid the law of the priesthood of Aaron, on which the whole religious 
constitution of Israel rested ’’), “desired to assert a liberty not restricted: ” 
but it consists in the proud resistance to God and His ordinances, which the 
Antinomians despise. By Schott’s explanation: “that they opposed to 
the true holiness a holiness of their own invention, namely, the holiness 
alleged to be obtained by disorderly excess,” a foreign reference is intro- 
duced.1 The gradation of the ideas 6d0é¢, miévn, dvtidoyia, in respect of 
definiteness, is not to be denied; but there is also a gradation of thought, 
for although the point about which Cain, Balaam, and Korah are named is 


1 Ritsch! finds the point of resemblance 
between the Antinomians and the three named 
in this, “that they, as these, undertook to 
worship God in a manner rejected by Him.” 
But it is erroneous that ‘‘ the Korahites exhib- 
ited their assumption of the priesthood by the 
presentation of an offering rejected by God; ” 
it is incorrect that by odds is indicated ‘‘ the 


« 


religious conduct” of Cain; and it is incorrect 
that the utterance of the curse willed by 
Balaam is to be considered as a religious trans- 
action. Moreover, in the description of the 
Antinomians there is no trace indicating that 
their view was directed to a particular kind of 
worship, 
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one and the same, namely, resistance to God, yet this appears in the most 
distinct manner in the case of Korah. 

Ver. 12. A further description of these false teachers; comp. 2 Pet. ii. 
13, 17. —obroi eiow [ol] év taic¢ aydmate tyov onAddec |. In the reading of, Svre¢ 
is either (with De Wette) to be supplied; thus, “these are they who are 
omiaddec in your dydnaic;” or of is to be joined to ovvevaxotpevor (comp. vv. 
16,19; so Hofmann). That by dyémac the love-feasts are to be understood, 
is not to be doubted. Erasmus incorrectly takes it as = charitas, and Luther 
as a designation of alms.— The word omaAddec is usually explained = cliffs (so 
also formerly in this commentary). If this is correct, the opponents of Jude 
are so called, inasmuch as the love-feasts were wrecked on them (De Wette- 
Briickner, Wiesinger), i.e., by their conduct these feasts ceased to be what 
they ought to be; or, inasmuch as they prepared destruction for others, who 
partook of the love-feasts (Schott, and this commentary). It is, however, 
against this interpretation, that onde does not specially indicate cliffs, but 
has the more general meaning rocks (Hofmann: “ projecting interruptions of 
the plain”), and the reference to being wrecked is not in the slightest degree 
* indicated.1— Stier and Fronmiiller take omAddec as = orido, 2 Pet. ii. 13; this 
is not unwarranted, as omAdc, which is properly an adjective (comp. ozopac, 
gvydc, Aoyac), may be derived as well from onidog = filth (comp. y7 omAac = 
clayey soil; so Sophocles, Trach., 672, without y7), as from omidoc = a rock 
(comp. moAvoriAac). In this case omAddec may either be taken as a substan- 
tive = what is filthy, spots (these are spots in your agapé; so Stier and Fron- 
miiler), or as an adjective, which, used adverbially (see Winer, p. 433, 464), 
denotes the mode and manner of ovvevwyeiodac (so Hofmann). The former 
construction merits the preference as the simpler. — Apart from other consid- 
erations, oniAo. «al uouoc in 2 Peter are in favor of taking omAddec here in the 
sense of aniAos, — ovvevwxobuevor]. The verb ebwxeicpa? has not indeed by itself 
a bad meaning, signifying to eat well, to feast well; but it obtains such a mean- 
ing here by the reference to the agape. The ovy placed before it may either 
refer to those addressed, with you, see 2 Pet. ii. 18, where tuiv is added to 
the verb (Wiesinger, Schott, Fronmiiller, Hofmann); or to those here de- 
scribed by Jude, feasting together, i.e., with one another. Against the first 
explanation is the objection, that according to it the evwxzeioeac in their agapé 
would render those addressed also guilty (so formerly in this commentary); 
but against the second is the fact that the Libertines held no special love- 
feasts with one another, but participated in those of the church. The 
passage, 2 Pet, ii. 13, is decisive in favor of the first explanation. — The 
connection of 4¢éBwc is doubtful; De Wette-Briickner, Arnaud, Schott, 


1 The explanation of Arnaud: ‘les rochers 


continuellement battus par les flots de la mer 
et souillés par son écume” (after Steph.: 
aomAas), is unsuitable; since, when the Lib- 
ertines are called cliffs, this happens not 
because they are bespattered and defiled by 
others, but because others are wrecked on 
them. 

2 An explanation of this word is found 


in Xenophon, Memorabilia, lib. ili.: édeye 
(namely, Socrates) 58 kai ws 7d edwyxetaOat év 
TH 'AOnvaiwy yAdrry eae KadrouTo. Td dé ed 
TpocketcOat, épn, emi TO TadTa éoOiew aria 
Mate Thy Wuxhy, mare TO GHua Avmoln, pre 
dvoeipeta cin; wore Kal Td edwyelabar ToIs 
koopniws Suattwuévors dveriber, However, 
etwxeio@a. sometimes occurs in classical 
Greek in a bad sense. ‘ 
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Fronmiiller, unite it with ovvevuyoiueva; Erasmus, Beza, Wiesinger, Hof- 
mann, with éavrod¢ romaivovrec. In this commentary the first connection 
was preferred, “because the idea ovvevwx. would otherwise be too bare.” 
This, however, is not the case, because if the verse is construed as it is by 
Hofmann, it has its statement in what goes before; but if omaAddec is taken 
as a substantive, as it is by Stier and Fronmiiller, then ovvevwy. is more pre- 
cisely determined by the following dod8u¢ . . . momaivovrec, whilst it is said 
that they so participate in the agape that their feasting was an dd6Bu¢ mouai- 
vew éavtobc. Erasmus takes the latter words in a too general sense: suo 
ductu et arbitrio viventes; Grotius, Bengel, and others give a false reference 
to them after Ezek. xxxiv. 2, understanding “that these feed themselves 
and not the church” (comp. 1 Pet v. 2), and accordingly Schneckenburger 
thinks specially on the instructions which they engage to give: but this 
reference is entirely foreign to the context. According to De Wette, it is a 
contrast to “whilst they suffer the poor to want” (1 Cor. xi. 21); yet there 
is also here no indication of this reference. — vedédae évvdpor is to be under- 
stood no more of the agapé (De Wette, Schott), but generally. veg. drvdp. 
are light clouds without water, which therefore, as the addition td dvévov 
mapagepouevae Makes prominent, are driven past by the wind without giving 
out rain; comp. Prov. xxv. 14. This figure describes the internal emptiness 
of these-men, who for this reason can effect nothing that is good; but it 
seems also to intimate their deceptive ostentation;1 the addition serves for 
the coloring of the figure, not for adducing a special characteristic of false 
teachers; Nicolas de Lyra, incorrectly: quae a ventis circumferuntur, i.e., 
superbiae motibus et vanitatibus.—In the parallel passage, 2 Pet. ii. 17, two 
images are united, xyyai dvvdpa Kal duiyAa bd Aaidaroc éAavyduevar. — Accord- 
ing to the reading zepupepoueras, the translation would be, “driven hither and 
thither ;” mapadepouevac denotes, ou *the other hand, driven past. A second 
figure is added to this first, by which the unfruitfulness (in good works) 
and the complete deadness of these men are described; in the adjectives the 
gradation is obvious. — dévdpa o@worwpwaé are not a particular kind of trees, 
such as only bear fruit in autumn, but trees as they are in autumn, namely, 
destitute of fruit (De Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, etc.). It is arbi- 
trary to desert the proper meaning of the word, and to explain g@onwpiva 
according to the etymology of ¢6ivew by arbores quarum fructus perit illico = 
Jrugiperdae (Grotius; so also Erasmus, Beza, Carpzov, Stier: “which have 
cast off their fruit in an unripe state”).—dxapra; not “whose fruit has 
been taken off” (De Wette), but “which are without fruit” (Briickner). 
Whether they have had fruit at an earlier period, and are now destitute of 
it, is not said. “The impassioned discourse proceeds from marks of unfruit- 
fulness to that of absolute nothingness” (De Wette). dic drofavévra]. Beza, 
Rosenmiiller, and others arbitrarily explain dig by plane, prorsus. Most 
expositors retain the usual meaning: yet they explain the idea twice in dif- 


1 Calvin: ‘* Vanam ostentationem taxat, daturos se doctrinam salvificam, ‘sed veritate 
quia nebulones isti, quum multa promittunt, destituuntur et quovis circumaguntur doc- 
intus tamen aridi sunt.” Bullinger: ‘‘ Habent trinae vento.” 
enim speciem doctorum veritatis, pollicentur 
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ferent ways; either that those trees are not only destitute of fruit, but also 
of leaves (so Oecumenius, Hornejus, and others) ; or that they bear no fruit, 
and are accordingly rooted out; or, still better, dic is to be referred to the 
fact that they are not only fruitless, but actually dead and dried up. That 
Jude has this in his view, the following éxpw0évra shows. Several exposi- 
tors have incorrectly deserted the figure here, and explained this word either 
of twofold spiritual death (Beza, Estius, Bengel, Schneckenburger, J achmanhn, 
Wiesinger, Schott), or of death here and hereafter (so Grotius : neque hic 
bonum habebunt exitum, neque in seculo altero), or of one’s own want of spir- 
itual life and the destruction of life in others. All these explanations aré 
without justification. ékpifweévra is in close connection with dic amodarévra; 
thus, trees which, because they are dead, are dug up and rooted out,? thus 
incapable of recovery and of producing new fruit (Erasmus: quibus jam 
nulla spes est revirescendi). This figure, taken from trees, denotes that those 
described are not only at present destitute of good works, but are incapable 
of producing them in the future, aud are “on this account rooted out of the 
soil of grace” (Hofmann). It is incorrect when Hofmann ® in the applica- 
tion refers dtc dxobavévra to the fact that those men were not only in their 
early heathenism, but also in their Christianity, without spiritual life. 
There is no indication in the context of the distinction between heathenism 
and Christianity. Arnaud observes not incorrectly, but too generally: tous 
“ces mots sont des métaphores énergiques pour montrer le néant de ces impies, la 
légereté de leur conduite, la sterilite de leur foi et Vabsence de leurs bonnes wuvres. 

Ver. 13. Continuation of the figurative description of those false teachers. 
The two images here employed characterize them in their erring and dis- 
ordered nature. — xiuara dypia Baddoone, «.7.A.]. Already Carpzov has cor- 
rectly referred for the explanation of these words to Isa. lvii. 20; the first 
words correspond to the Hebrew W3) 03; the following words: éradpitovra 
rac éavrov aicybvac, to the Hebrew U°D) WD 11D") WA, only Jude uses the 
literal word where Isaiah has the figurative expression.— éxagpitew, properly, 
to foam over. Tuther well translates it: which foam out their own shame. — 
aicyivac, not properly vices (De Wette); the plural does not necessitate this 
explanation, but their disgraceful nature, namely, the shameful émdvuia 
which they manifest in their wild lawless life; not “their self-devised wis- 
dom” (Schott).— From the fact that the Hebrews sometimes compared 
their teachers to the sea (see Moses, Theol. Samar., ed. Gesenius, p- 26), it 
is not to be inferred, with Schneckenburger and Jachmann, that there is 
here a reference to the office of teachers; this is the more unsuitable as the 
opponents of Jude hardly possessed that office. — dorépec TAavnra|. These 
two words are to be taken together, wandering stars; that is, stars which 


1 Fronmiiller, incorrectly: ‘trees which 
have at different times suffered fatal injury by 
, frosts or from insects.” 
2 Fronmiiller, linguistically incorrect: 
“trees which still remain in the earth, but 
* which are shaken loose by their roots.’? 
8 «Tf, when they became Christians, a fresh 


sap from the roots, by which they were rooted 
in the soil of divine grace, appeared to estab- 
lish them in a new life out of their heathen 
death in sin, yet this new life was to them only 


a transition into a second and now hopeless 
death,”’ 
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have no fixed position, but roam about. The analogy with the preceding 
metaphors requires us to think on actual stars, with which Jude compares 
his opponents; thus on comets (Bretschneider, Arnaud, Stier, De Wette, 
Hofmann) or on planets (so most of the early commentators, also Wiesinger). 
The latter opinion is less probable, because the rAavioba: of the planets is 
less striking to the eye than that of the comets. It is incorrect “in the 
explanation entirely to disregard the fact whether there are such darépec 
mAavgra in heaven or not” (so earlier in this commentary, after the example 
of Schott), and to assume that Jude, on account of their ostentation (Wie- 
singer, Schott), designates these men as stars, and by rAavqra: indicates their 
unsteady nature. De Wette incorrectly assumes this in essentials as equiv- 
alent with miavévrec cal mAavduevor, 2 Tim. iii. 18. Bengel thinks that we 
are in this figure chiefly to think on the opaqueness of the planets; but such 
an astronomical reference is far-fetched. Jachmann arbitrarily explains 
astépec = gworfpec, Phil. ii. 15, as’a designation of Christians. Several ex- 
positors also refer this figure to the teaching of those men, appealing’ to 
Phil. ii. 15 and Dan. xii. 3;! but the context gives no warrant for this. — 
ol¢ 6 Copoc tod oxdrove sic aidva tetypnta}. ‘This addition may grammatically be 
referred either to what immediately precedes, thus to the dorépe¢ nAavqrat, 
or to the men who have been described by the figures used by Jude. It is 
in favor of the first reference (Hofmann: “Jude names them stars passing 
into eternal darkness, comets destined only to vanish”), that a more precise 
- statement is also added to the preceding figure; thus the addition i720 dvéywp 
mapagepouevat to vedéAa dvudpo,x.7.A, But it is against it, that the expression 
chosen by Jude is evidently too strong to designate only the disappearance 
of comets, therefore the second reference is to be preferred (Wiesinger; 
comp. ver. 6), which also the parallel passage in 2 Pet. ii. 17 favors. The 
addition of the genitive rod oxaroug to 6 Gioc serves to strengthen this idea. 
Vy. 14,15. The threatening contained in the preceding verses is con- 
firmed by a saying of Enoch. — éxpogjrevoe 62 xai robrou]. xai refers either to 
tobrac: “of these as well as of others;’’ according to Hofmann, of those 
who perished in the deluge; or it is designed to render prominent émpog, 
rotrow in reference to what has been before said: “yea, Enoch also has 
prophesied of them.” Hofmann, in an entirely unwarrantable manner, 
maintains that there can be no question that «ai puts its emphasis on the 
word before which it stands. — xpogyrete generally with mepi here construed 
with the dative, as in Luke xviii. 31, in reference to these. — EBdouoc ard Addu 
’Evéy]. &3dou0c has hardly here the mystical meaning which Stier gives it: 
“The seventh from Adam is personally a type of the sanctified of the seventh 
age of the world, of the seventh millennium, of the great earth sabbath.” 
Also in the Book of Enoch, he is several times expressly designated as “the 
seventh from Adam” (1x. 8, xciii. 3); not in order to characterize him as 
the oldest prophet (Calvin, De Wette, and others), but to mark his impor- 
tance by the coincidence of the sacred number seven (Wiesinger, Schott). 


1§0 already Oecumenius: Soxodvtes sis tlas "dvov Too Kupiov pépovtar Soynatwv (Hor- 
dyyedov dwrds petacxnmaricedOat .. . amevav- nejus and others). 


# 
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The saying of Enoch here quoted is found, partly verbally, at the beginning 
of the Book of Enoch (i. 9): “ And behold He comes with myriads of saints 
to execute judgment on them, and He will destroy the ungodly and judge 
all flesh concerning all things which the sinners and ungodly have committed 
and done against Him.”! These words are taken from a speech in which 
an angel interprets a vision which Enoch has seen, and in which he an- 
nounces to him the future judgment of God. 


The question, from what source Jude has drawn these words, is very differ- 
ently answered by expositors. It is most natural to conceive that he has taken 
them from the Book of Enoch; but then this pre-supposes that this book, 
although only according to its groundwork, is of pre-Christian Jewish, and not 
of Jewish-Christian origin, which is also the prevailing opinion of recent critics. 
Hofmann, who denies the pre-Christian composition of the book, says, ‘‘ Jude 
has derived it, in a similar manner as the incident between Michael and Satan, 
from a circle of myths, which has attached itself to Scripture, amplifying its 
words.”? Yet, on the other hand, it is to be observed that it is difficult to 
conceive that oral tradition should preserve such an entire prophetic saying. 
F. Philippi thinks that Enoch in Gen. v. 22 is characterized as a prophet of 
God, and, as such, prophesied of the impending deluge; and that Jude, by 
reason of a deeper understanding of Gen. v., could add the exposition already 
become traditionary, and speak of a prophecy of Enoch, the reality of which 
was confirmed to him by the testimony of the Holy Ghost ; or that this prophecy 
of Enoch was imparted to the disciples by,Christ Himself, when the already 
extant tradition concerning Enoch might have afforded them occasion to ask 
the Lord about Enoch, perhaps when he was engaged in delivering His eschato- 
logical discourses. But both opinions of Philippi evidently rest on suppositions 
which are by no means probable. As an example of the method by which the 
older expositors sought to rescue the authenticity of the prophecy, let the expo- 
sition of Hornejus suffice: haec quae Judas citat, ab Enocho ita divinitus 
prophetata esse, dubium non est ; sive prophetiam illam ipse alicubi scripsit et 
scriptura illa vel per Noam ejus pronepotem in arca, vel in columna aliqua 
tempore diluvit conservata fuit sive memoria ejus traditione ad posteros propa- 
gata, quam postea apocrypho et fabulosa illi libro autor ejus inseruerit, ut 
totum Enochus scripsisse videretur. 


éy dyiaw uvpiaow; comp. Zech. xiv. 5; Deut. xxxiii. 2; Heb. xii. 22; 
(urptdow dyyédov) Rev. v. 11.— Ver. 15.  movjoar xpiow; see Gen. xviii. 25; 
John v. 27.—rod¢e doeBeic]. The pronoun airay, according to the Rec., 
would refer to the people of Israel. — ov #oé8noav; the same verb in Zeph. 
iii. 11; 2 Pet. ii. 6; here used as transitive; comp. Winer, p. 209 (E. T., 
222). The frequent repetition of the same idea is to be observed: doe@eic, 
doeBeiac, noéBnoav, and finally again doeBeic; a strong intensification of un- 
godliness. —rév oxAnpov]. oxdAnpoc, literally, dry, hard, rough; here in an 
ethical sense, ungodly, not equivalent to surly (Hofmann); in a somewhat 


1 The passage thus stands in De Sacy’s et litigat cum omnibus carnalibus pro omnibus 
version: ‘‘ et venit cum myriadibus sanctorum, quae fecerunt et operati sunt contra eum pec- 
ut faciat judicium super eos et perdat impios catores et impii.”’ 


VERSE 16. 693 


different sense, but likewise of sayings, the word is used in John vi. 60. — 
kar’ abrod is by Hofmann in an unnecessary manner attached not only to 
éAadnoav, but also to joéBnoav, in spite of Zeph. iii. 11, where it is directly 
connected with 70¢y0av, which is not here the case. The sentence emphat- 
ically closes with duaprwAol doefeic, which is not, with Hofmann, to be 
attracted to what follows. 

Ver. 16. A further description of the false teachers attached to the 
concluding words of the prophetic saying: rév oxAnpdv bv éaanoav Kat’ abtod; 
‘comp. 2 Pet. ii. 18, 19. — odroj eiot, as in vv. 10 and 19 with special emphasis. 
—yoyyvorai]. dm, Aey.in N. T.; the verb is of frequent occurrence; Oecume- 
nius interprets it: of in’ ddévra Kut drappnoriotuc TH dvoapeotovpérw émtusudouevot. 
Jude does not say against whom they murmur; it is therefore arbitrary 
to think on it as united to a definite special object as rulers (De Wette), 
or, still more definitely, ecclesiastical rulers (Estius, Jachmann). Briickner 
correctly observes that “the idea is not to be precisely limited.” Every 
thing which was not according to their mind excited them to murmuring. 
The epithet peuwiuorpa (an. Aey.), dissatisfied with their lot, gives a more precise 
statement; denoting that they in their pretensions considered themselves 
entitled to a better lot than that which was accorded to them. The parti- 
cipial clause, card tac éniupiac aitdv mopevduevor, is added to the substantive, 
which, whilst it unfolds the reason of their dissatisfaction and murmuring, 
at the same time expresses a kind of contrast: they were dissatisfied with 
every thing but themselves. Calvin: qui sibi in pravis cupiditatibus indulgent, 
simul difficiles sunt ac morosi, ut illis nunquam satisfiat. The view of Grotius 
is entirely mistaken, that Jude has here in view the dissatisfaction of the 
Jews of that period with their political condition. — kai 16 oréua aitév Aaret 
bnépoyxa]. tnépoyxa only here and in the parallel passage, 2 Pet. ii. 18. 
Luther: “proud words” (verba tumentia, in Jerom., contra Jovian., i. 24); 
comp. Dan. xi. 86, LXX.: kal Aadjoe tnépoyxa; such words are meant 
which proceed from pride, in which man exalts himself, in contrast to 
the humility of the Christians submitting themselves to God. To this 
the parallel passage (2 Pet. ii. 18) also points, where the expression 
bn époyxa refers to boasting of éAevéepia. A participial clause is again added 
to this assertion, as in the former clause, likewise expressing a kind of 
contrast: Savualovres mpdowra dpereiac xaptv. The expression davudfew mpdowma 
is in the N. T., dz. Aey.; in the O. T., comp. Gen. xix. 21, LXX.: éatpaoe 
cov 70 mpoownov; Hebrew, *32 83; in other passages the LXX. have AauBavew 
7d mp. In Lev. xix. 15, the LXX. translate *]9 82 by AayB. 7d mp.; on the 
other hand, °23 VT by davudgerv 1d npdowrov. Whilst in the first passage 
the friendly attitude of God toward Abraham is expressed, in the second 
passage it has the bad meaning of partiality. It has also this meaning 
here: it is to be translated to render admiration to persons (Herder: to 
esteem; Arnaud: “admirer, honorer”). In this sense @avydge occurs in 
Ecclus. vii. 29.1 This partial treatment of persons consisted in the flattering 


1 Comp. Lysias, Orat. 31, where it is said — rods ayabovs Oavpdger, ddd’ toov éavToy mapéxer 
of death: ore yap Tovs movnpovs vmepopg, ovTe HATWe 
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homage of those who hoped for some advantage from them, as ageAsiac yapu 
shows. It is unwarranted, with Hofmann, to interpret davydfew mpdowna: 
“to gratify and to please a person.” Proud boasting and cringing flattery 
form indeed a contrast, but yet are united together. -Calvin: magnilo- 
quentiam taxat, quod se ipsos fastuose jactenl: sed interea ostendit liberali esse 
ingenio, quia serviliter se dimittant. — davudacorrec is not parallel with ropevouevor, 
but refers in a loose construction to airév; by this construction the thought 
gains more independence than if pavuutivtrov were written. — dgeAciag yap 
belongs not to the finite verb, but to the participle. 

Vv. 17, 18. Jude now turns to his readers, comforting? and exhorting 
them in reference to the ungodly aboye described; see 2 Pet. iii. 2, 3.— 
dueic 6é, an emphatic contrast to those above mentioned. — urfobyte presup- 
poses the words meant by Jude known to the readers, as learned from the 
apostles. — rav pnudtav tov mpoeipnuévor], pijua; the word as an expression of 
thought. The zpo in zpoeipnuévwv designates these words not as those which 
predict something future, but which were already spoken before (so also 
Hofmann). — ind trav aroordAwy, x.7.2.]. Jude would hardly have so expressed 
himself were he himself an apostle, which several expositors certainly do 
not grant, explaining this mode of expression partly from Jude’s modesty 
and partly from the circumstance that, except himself and John, the other 
apostles were already dead. — Ver. 18. 67 Aeyov tuir]. iuiv here renders it 
‘probable that Jude means such sayings as the readers had heard from the 
mouth of.the apostles themselves; yet the words which follow are not 
necessarily to be considered as a literally exact quotation, but may be a 
compression of the various predictions of the apostles concerning this 
subject.2 — in’ éoyarov [rod] xpovov]. A designation of the time directly 
preceding the advent of Christ. In the reading roi ypovov, éoyarov is the 
genitive neuter, as in Heb. i. 1. —éoovrar turaixta, only here and in 2 Pet. 
ili. 8, a word occurring only in later Greek; the LXX. have translated 
pm dbyn by éum., as they render bbynn by éumaigew. Mockers, that is, men 
to whom the holy (not merely the resurrection, Grotius) serves for mockery. 
Aareiv brépoyxa iS a éuraigev of the holy (which Hofmann without reason 
denies); this is naturally united with a surrender to their own lusts; 
therefore xard rac éavtdv énibuuiac mopevduevor Tov doeBeur]. Tov doeBemv, an 
echo of the saying of Enoch, is placed emphatically at the close, in order to 
render prominent the character and aim of émévuiaz.—That the apostles 
in their writings frequently prophesied of the entrance of heretical and 
ungodly men into the church, is well known; comp. Acts xx. 29; 1 Tim. 
iv.1; 2 Tim. iii. 2 ff.; yet éumaifew is not elsewhere stated as a characteristic 


1 Why Jude should not have intended to _ prove that Jude will here give a verbal quota- 


comfort his readers by reminding them of 
what the apostles had, at an earlier period, 
said of the appearance of these men, as he here 
describes them, cannot be perceived (against 
Hofmann) 

2 Entirely without reason, Schott maintains 
that the intervening words, dtc édAeyov tmiv, 


tion, and that this must be a writing earlier 
directed to the readers. om éA, du. simply 
introduces the statement of the contents of 
the pyyaTa which were earlier spoken by the 
apostles. The plural is not to be referred to 
one apostle, and the verb does not in the least 
degree indicate that this word was written. 
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mark of these men; this is only the case in 2 Pet. iii. 3, where, however, 
the mockery is referred only to the denial of the advent of Christ. 

Ver. 19. Final description of the false teachers, not specially, but 
according to their general nature. —odroi eiow, parallel with ver. 16.— oi 
Groduopifovrec. The article marks the idea as definite. “these are they who,” 
etc. — drodtopiverv, a word which occurs only in Aristotle’s Polit., iv. 8, 9, is 
here very differently explained; with the reading éavrot¢e it would most 
naturally be taken as equivalent to separate; thus, “who separate them- 
selves from the church, whether internally or externally” (Wahl); without 
éavtote it is explained either as = to secede (Fronmiiller), or = to cause 
separations and divisions, namely, in the church (Luther: “who make 
factions;” De Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger; so also in this commentary). 
Neither explanation is, however, justified from the use of the word dvopigev. 
It is still more arbitrary, with Schott, to explain it: “who make a dis- 
tinction, namely, between the pneumatical (Pneumatikern), as what they 
consider themselves, and the psychical (Psychikern), as what true Christians 
regard them;” for there is no indication of such a distinction made by 
them. If we base the explanation on the significance of dvopifew, the word 
may be understood as = to make definitions. But in this case what follows 
must be closely connected with it, by which the mode and manner of their 
doing so is stated, namely, that they do so as psychical men, who are without 
the mvetua. Hofmann gives to the verb the meaning: “to determine (define) 
something exactly in detail,” and then assumes that the preceding genitive 
Tov doeBerov depends on oi dmodiopifouevot, Which may well be the case, because 
a participle standing for a substantive may as well as a substantive govern 
the genitive. According to this explanation, Jude intends to describe those 
men as persons “ who make impieties the object of an exercise of thought 
exactly defining every thing, and so are the philosophers of impieties.” 
This explanation is condemned by the harsh and artificial construction 
which it requires.1— puyicol, nveiua pay Exovtec]. mverua is not man’s natural 
spirit,? for Jude could not deny this to his opponents; and to explain yu 
éxovrec in the sense, “I might say that they have no spirit at all” (Fron- 
miiller), is completely arbitrary. It is rather to be understood of the Holy 
Spirit (De Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger, Hofmann); the want of the article 
and of an epithet, such as dyiov or Oeod, is no objection against this interpre- 
tation, since the simple word mvedua is often used in the N. T. as a desig- 


is self-controlled in personal self-conscious- 
ness and self-determination,” and so equiva- 
lent to ‘‘free personality of the spirit” (!); 
but this free personality, Schott further ob- 
serves, is not denied to them in the sense as 


1 Certainly the dependent genitive may 
precede the governing substantive; but this 
union is here rendered impossible by the inter- 
vening ofto.. A participle also, taken as a 
substantive, may sometimes govern a genitive; 


but this is only found with the neuter, and then 
only rarely. Add to this that odroi eiow here 
corresponds to the odrot eiovv in vy. 16 and 12, 
and accordingly must stand at the beginning 
of the sentenee. 

2 Schott explains mvedma as * spiritual life 
in the distinctive character of its being, that it 


“if they were actually deprived of it,” but 
only that it ‘does not attain permanence and 
reality in actual performance.” This dis- 
torted interpretation is contradicted by the 
fact that Jude simply denies to them mvedua 
EXEL. 
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nation for the objective Holy Spirit. It is erroneous to affirm that by this 
interpretation the conclusion of the description is too flat, for nothing worse 
can be said of a man who desires to be esteemed a Christian than that he 
wants the Holy Spirit. Moreover, only so understood does rvedua pip Exovtec 
correspond to the preceding puyxoi, to which it is added as an explanation ; 
woot they are, inasmuch as their natural spiritual life left to itself is 
under the unbroken power of the odpé; see 1 Cor. ii. 14, 15; Jas. iii. 15. 


REMARK. — Schott attempts to prove that the three verses, 12, 16, and 19, 
beginning with oirm, refer to the threefold expression contained in ver. 11, 
namely, in this manner: that the Antinomians, in showing themselves to be 
omAddec in their agapé (ver. 12) resembled Cain; that in being yoyyvoral peuwpi- 
uotpot, and out of greed for material gain indulging in mercenary flattery (ver. 
16), they resembled Balaam; and that in establishing a self-invented, ungodly 
sanctity in opposition to the divinely appointed and divinely effective Christian 
sanctity (ver. 19), they resembled Korah, This juxtaposition, however, is any 
thing but appropriate, resting, on the one hand, on incorrect explanations; and, 
on the other hand, on the arbitrary selection of separate points. It is incorrect 
to affirm that the similarity of the Antinomians with Cain consisted in this, 
that what he did corporally they did spiritually ; there is contained in this 
rather a distinction than a similarity. It is arbitrary to bring forward only the 
last clause of ver. 16, which reproaches the Antinomians with flattery, and 
which may also be found in Balaam; whereas the other expressions in the 
verse do not suit in the least degree. And, lastly, it is erroneous so to interpret 
ver. 19 that the Antinomians were accused of the setting-up of a false sanctity; 
even were this correct, yet the sanctity claimed by them is of a totally different 
nature from that to which Korah and his company laid claim. 


Vv. 20, 21. Exhortation to the readers respecting themselves. — iweic dé, 
dyarntoi, aS in ver. 17, in contrast to the persons and conduct of those men- 
tioned in the last verse. — érocxodoyodvtec, x.7.4.]. The chief thought is con- 
tained in the exhortation éavtode gv dyany Oc0d rnphoare, to which the preceding 
érouxodouodvrec . . . mpocevxduevoe is subordinate, specifying by what the fulfil- 
ment of that exhortation is conditioned. Yet it is asked, whether mpocev- 
youevot is connected with émouodouodvrec, Or is annexed as an independent 
sentence to the following imperative; and whether év mv, dyiw is to be united 
with énoxod, or with mpoocevyduevz. These questions are difficult to decide 
with perfect certainty. Wiesinger and Schott, apparently correctly, unite 
év mv. dy, With mpocevysuevot, and these taken together with what follows. 
Hofmann, on the other hand, unites év mvebuate dyiw with what goes before, 
and xpocevyouevoe with what follows. In this construction, however, the 
structure of the participial clause becomes too clumsy; also év my dy, be- 
comes superfluous, as éroodouerv éavtodc cannot take place otherwise than 
év mvebuart dy, It is true, Hofmann observes that éy mv, dy. is superfluous 
with zpocevysuevo, and that Jude could not intend to say how they should 
pray, but that they should pray. But this is erroneous, for rnpetv éavroie here 
mentioned depends not only on this, that one should pray, but that one 
should pray rightly, that is, é» mv, dy. Wiesinger correctly observes, that 
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the first clause gives the general presupposition; the second, on the other 
hand, the more precise statement how rapqoare has to be brought about. — 
Th Gylwrdty buav riot]. Both the adjective and the verb show that zioric is 
here meant not in a subjective (the demeanor of faith, Schott), but in an 
objective sense (Wiesinger: “appropriated by them indeed as their personal 
possession, yet according to its contents as mrapadofeica;” so similarly Hof- 
mann). — éroixodouodvtes éavtodc]. . When verbs compounded with éni are 
joined with the dative, as here, this for the most part is used for éxi 7, more 
rarely for émi tax (see Winer, p. 400 f. [E. T., 480]). If the first is here the 
case, then éroiodousiv tH miotet is to be interpreted, with Wiesinger: “build- 
ing on ior, so that miorc is the foundation which supports their whole 
personal life, the soul of all their thinking, willing, and doing” (so also 
hitherto in this commentary);1 comp. 1 Cor. iii. 12: érockodoueiv én? rov Oeué- 
Auov rodrov. If, on the other hand, the second is here the case, then it is to 
be explained, with Hofmann, “their faith is the foundation which supports 
their life; and accordingly, in the further development 6f their life it should 
ever be their care that their life rests upon this foundation;” comp. Eph. 
li. 20: érotxodoundévtec ext TH OeueAiw Tov aroctéAwy. The first is, however, to 
be preferred, because, as already remarked, with, these verbs the dative 
mostly stands for éni 7. Both explanations come essentially to the same 
thing. —éavrot¢e is not here = dAAfrovc; the discourse is indeed of a general, 
but not precisely of a mutual, activity; éavrove with the second person creates 
no difficulty; comp. Phil. ii. 12.—év mvebuate dyiw mpooevysuevor]. The ex- 
pression zpocevy, év mv. ay., it is true, does not elsewhere occur, but similar 
combinations are not rare (AaAeiv év my, dy., 1 Cor. xii. 3; see Meyer in loc.) ; 
it means so to pray that the Holy Spirit is the moving and guiding power 
(Jachmann, unsatisfactorily: “praying in consciousness of the Holy Ghost”); 
comp. Rom. viii. 26. — éavrode év dyamy Ocod tnphoate], Oeod may either be the 
objective genitive (Vorstius: charitas Dei passiva, i.e., qua nos Deum diligi- 
mus; so also Jachmann, Arnaud, Hofmann, and others), or the subjective 
genitive, “the love of God to us” (so De Wette, Schott, Wiesinger, Fron- 
miiller); in the latter case thé thought is the same as in John xv. 9, 10; 
this agreement is in favor of that interpretation, nor is the want of the 
article opposed to it (against Hofmann). This keeping themselves in the 
love of God is combined with the hope of the future mercy of Christ, which 
has its ground, not in our love to God, but in God’s love to us (comp. Rom. 
v. 8 ff.). — mpoodexsuevor Td éAeog Tov Kvpiov, «.7.A.]. On mpoodex., Tit. ii. 15. — 
7d tAeo¢ 700 Kvpiov Auav is the mercy which Christ will show to His own at His 
coming. Usually the idea éAeoc is predicated not of the dealings of Christ, 
but of God; in the superscriptions of the Pastoral Epistles and of the Second 
Epistle of John, it is referred to God and Christ. — ele Conv aiéviov may be 
joined either with éeoc (De Wette), or with mpoodexouevoe (Schott), or with 
tnonoare (Stier, Hofmann); since the imperative clause forms the main point, 


1 mioris is the foundation, the Oeuédtos on _— at the bottom is that they are not yet on all 
which Christians should build themselves sides of their life on this foundation. 
(more and more), by which the representation 
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the last-mentioned combination deserves the preference, especially as both in 
npoodéxecsat and in Aeoc Ina, Xp. the reference to Cw aidviog is already con- 
tained. The prominence here given to the Trinity, mveiua dyiov, Ocdc, "Incove 
Xpioréc, as frequently in the N. T., is to be observed. With the exhortation 
contained in vy. 20, 21, Jude has accomplished what he in ver. 3 stated to be 
the object of his writing. 

Vv. 22, 23. The exhortations contained in these verses refer to the con- 
duct of believers toward those who are exposed to seduction by the dospeic 
(ver. 4) (De Wette); not toward the false teachers themselves (Reiche), 
for these are of such a kind (ver. 12) that the church should have nothing 
to do with them. The best-attested text is that which codex A affords: xai 
ob¢ piv éAéyyete Staxpwvouévove* odc dé owlere éx nupdo dpmdcovTec, obc dé éAceiTE 
(Lachmann and Tischendorf, éAedre) év $68y; see critical remarks. — ob¢ yév 

. od¢ dé instead of trode piv . . . Tove dé, see Winer, p. 100. According to 
this reading, three classes of the seduced are distinguished, and toward each 
a special conduct is prescribed. It is, however, asked whether, as Briickner, 
Wiesinger, Schott, Reiche, and others assume, there is a gradation from the 
curable to the incurable (a dubitantibus minusque depravatis ad . . . insana- 
biles, quibus opem ferre pro tempore ab ipsorum contumacia prohibemur. Reiche); 
or conversely from the incurable to the curable. In reference to the first 
class it is said: od¢ pév éAéyyere daxpwouévouc]. The verb éAéyxew denotes to 
rebuke some one’s sins by punishing him. The object for which this is done 
is not indicated in the word itself; it may be to lead the sinner to the 
acknowledgment of his sins, and thus to repentance, comp. 1 Cor. xiv: 24; 
2 Tim. iv. 2; Tit. i. 13; or it may also be condemnation, comp. particularly 
Jude, ver. 15 (John xvi. 8; Tit. i. 9). The explanation of Oecumenius is 
incorrect: gavepodte toig maou TH doé3ecav abtdv. Those who are to be pun- 
ished are denoted diaxpevouévove. Both the translation of the Vulgate, judi- 
catos, and the interpretation of Oecumenius, kakelvoug ei pév amodictavtar tuav 
édéyxere, are incorrect.  diaxpivecbar signifies in the N. T. either to contend, 
which is here unsuitable, or to doubt, and is opposed to moretew; comp. Matt. 
xxi. 21; Mark xi. 23;.Rom. iv. 20; especially Jas. i. 6. This last passage 
shows that, although not equivalent to damoreiy, it denotes the condition in 
which dmoria has the preponderance over xioric, the latter being a vanishing 
point. It is evident that Jude does not consider the dsaxpivoueroe as weak 
believers (Schott), because, with reference to them, he will employ no other 
method than éAéyxewv (not mapaxadetv, or something similar); those seduced 
are in his view such as (punishment apart) are to be left to themselves.? 
In reference to the second class it is said: ode d& odgere éx mupde dpndgovrec]. 
Their condition is not stated, but it is to be inferred from the conduct to be 
observed towards them. Toward those belonging to this class a cdtew is to 


1 When Hofmann says, “that diacpiverOar 
cannot have this meaning, requires no proof,” 
he makes an entirely groundless assumption. 

2 In the reading of the Rec.: ods pév éAcetre 
Svakpivdmevor, we are obliged to explain S:a- 
Kpiver@ar a8 = distinguished. Luther: “and 


make this distinction, that ye compassionate. 
some ;”’ or, more exactly, ‘‘ compassionate the 
one, making a distinction,” namely from oth- 
ers. But dvaxpevduevoe must be passive, since 
not SiaxpiverOa:, but only S:axpivery has the 
meaning to distinguish. 
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be employed, but of such a nature as is more precisely stated by é« mupdc 
dpragovrec]. é mupé¢ is not from the fire of future judgment (Oecumenius, 
Fronmiiller), but zip is the present destruction, in which they already are 
(Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott); demdgev denotes hasty, almost violent, snatch- 
ing out, and indicates that those are already in extreme danger of perdition; 
comp. Amos iv. 11; Zech. iii. 2. Distinguished from the dvaxpwouévoic, the 
second class are to be considered as those who have not yet lost the faith, 
but have, through fellowship with the Antinomians, been enticed to their 
licentious life; these are to be rescued. odtere is evidently in contrast to 
éiéyxere, and denotes them to be such as one may certainly hope to rescue, 
provided one snatches them with violence, and tears them out of this fellow- 
ship. In reference to the third class, Jude prescribes civ (on the form 
édeate, see Winer, p. 82 [E. T., 85]). This verb in the N. T. never means 
only “to have compassion” (Schott), but always to compassionate one with 
helpful love, as also éAeo¢ is always used only of active compassion; so that 
with éAecire the exact contrary is said to what Luther finds expressed, when 
he explains it: “let them go, avoid them, and have nothing to do with 
them.” By this is denoted rather the helpful and saving benevolence by 
which the erring are again to be brought back to the right way. As this 
éAeciv makes a fellowship necessary with those upon whom it is exercised, 
Jude defines the same more precisely by év 968; accordingly, they must not 
be wanting in foresight, lest they suffer injury themselves,! and he adds the 
participial sentence as an explanation of this év ¢6@w: moobvrec Kat, x.7.A.? 
This exhortation shows that Jude considers the third class as those who are 
indeed already involved, but who, by active compassion, may again be re- 
established; it is not so bad with them as with those toward whom only 
éiéyxerv is to be employed; but also it is not yet so bad as with those who 
can only be rescued by hastily snatching them. 


Hofmann considers the reading of §: Kal od¢ mév éAedte duaxprvouévove ode 68 
owtete éx mupdc dpmalovTec, odc dé EAedre év 68, as the correct one. In his expla- 
nation of this reading he distinguishes not three, but only two classes, assuming 
that only the first, but not the second ov¢ dé stands opposed to od¢ wév; and that 
this latter od¢ dé is to be considered rather as a resumption of the object men- 
tioned in od¢ wév. This opinion is, however, erroneous, since, according to it, 
the third ot¢ is understood differently from the first and second ob¢, namely, as 
a pure relative pronoun; and since, in a highly arbitrary manner, “‘év $66» is 
explained as a consequence, united with an imperative éAedre to be taken from 
obd¢ édedre:’? ‘whom ye compassionate, them compassionate with fear.’* Also 


1 Schott is entirely mistaken when he says 
that ¢Aeity denotes here ‘a compassion which 
has, and may have, its definite peculiarity no 
longer in an impulse to help, but only ina fear 
of acting wrongly, and in consequence of re- 
ceiving injury ;” in other words, a compassion 
which is no compassion. 

2 According to the reading of the Rec., év 
oof» belongs to owere, Some expositors 


(Grotius, Stier, and others) incorrectly ex- 
plain it of the fear of the persons to be res- 
cued; correctly Arnaud: “c’est & dire, pre- 
nant garde que, tout en cherchant & les con- 
vertir, ils ne vous séduisent pas vous-mémes.” 
Reiche incorrectly, with the reading A, sepa- 
rates év déBw from éAcare, and joins it with 
pcodvres, whilst it would attract to it a very 
superfluous addition. 
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the explanation of the first member of the sentence: ‘‘the readers are to com- 
passionate the one with distinction,” is to be rejected, since it has against it 
N. T. usage, according to which d:axpiveoa: is never used as the passive of 
daxpivey in the sense of ‘‘to distinguish.” 


The addition p.oodvrec kat rdv ard The capKde EomAwpévov yiréva) is correctly 
explained by Oecumenius: mpoctayBaveobe . . . abtode . . . weTa PoBov, mEpLoKeTTO- 
wevor unnwc f mpdooAnpic tobTov ... Abune byiv yévnrat aitia.—kal, even, gives 
greater emphasis to the thought. The expression rév y:rdva is to be under- 
stood in a literal, and not in a figurative sense (Bullinger: eruvias veteris 
Adami, concupiscentias et opera carnis). yirév is the undergarment worn next 
the skin, and which, by means of its direct contact with the flesh unclean by 
unchastity, etc., is itself soiled (omAdéw only here and in Jas. iii. 6); comp. 
Rey. iii. 4. — This garment is to the author the symbol of whatever, by 
means of external contact, shares in the moral destruction of those men.? 

Vv. 24, 25. Conclusion of the Epistle by’a doxology. —7@ 6é duvapéve]. 
The same commencement of the doxology in Rom. xvi. 28. —‘tyuac]. Were 
abrovc the correct reading, we could hardly do otherwise than refer it to the 
last-mentioned od¢ dé, to which it is unsuitable, as they are not drraoroz, who, 
as such, require only ¢vAdocev. That Jude actually wrote aitoic, but that “in 
the flight of devotion he has turned from his readers, and speaks of them 
in the third person ” (De Wette), is highly improbable. — dmraiorovc]. am. Aey.; 
literally, who strikes not against; then figuratively, who stumbles not, does 
not offend; here in the moral sense as mraiw, Jas. ii. 10, iii. 2; Vulgate: 
sine peccato. —xal arioat xatevoriov. the ddén¢ abtod dudpove]. Schott correctly 
remarks on «ai: The second effect is the ultimate result of the first, so that 
«at might be rendered by and so, and accordingly. doéa is here the glory of 
God, as it will be manifested at the day of judgment. On orca: dudpove, 
comp. 1 Cor. i. 8; Col. i. 22; 1 Thess. iii. 18. The meaning is: “who can 
effect it that ye may appear as duwuo before His judgment-seat.” — iv dyaAd- 
doe. mentions the condition in which Christians will then be found; comp. 
1 Pet. iv. 18.— Ver. 25. pdr Oed, see ver. 4; John v. 44; Rom. xvi. 27; 
1 Tim. i. 17.—owrhpe quév marks, in connection with 6a ‘Ijco Xp., the essen- 
tial Christian element in the idea of God; on owrfp as a designation of God, 
comp. 1 Tim. i. 1. Schott incorrectly joins pévy Oe with owripe quar, as if 
it meant, “to Him who alone is God, in such a manner that He is our 
Saviour;” and the reason which he assigns, “because pévoc Ode is never 
used by itself, but always occurs as a designation of God relative to other 
attributes,” is contradicted by John v. 44; also by 1 Tim. i. 17 and Jude 
ver. 4. — dtd "Io. Xpiorod belongs to cwrhpe jyav (Schott), not to déga, 7A. 
(Wiesinger) ; in this latter case it would be put after éfovcia, —d6ga, ueyarw- 


1 Both in the reading of the Rec. andinthe 1Cor.v.6!). 


reading of C, this addition is surprising; one 2 Calvin: ‘ vult fideles non tantum cayere a 
may regard it, with Jachmann, as the ad- _ vitiorum contactu, sed ne qua ad eos contagio 
versative reason of ow¢ere (though ye hate);  pertingat, quicquid affine est ac vicinum, 


or, with De Wette, as the real reason (since fugiendum esse admonet.’? 
ye hate, for which De Wette appeals to 
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ovvn, «.7.A.]. d6§a and xparoe occur frequently in the New-Testament doxol- 
ogies (see 1 Pet. iv. 11); Heyadwovvn and éovoia only here; Leyadwoivy 
corresponds to the Hebrew on; comp. Deut. sxx. 3, LXOX. : bore Meyanw- 
obuny TH O&O Qudv.— mpd ravTd¢ Tod aiévoc]. By these words, wanting in the 
Rec., the idea of eternity is expressed in the most comprehensive manner. 
Not éorw, but éo7i (De Wette, Schott), is to be supplied; comp. 1 Pet. iv. 11. 
— auqv, the usual conclusion of doxologies, as in Rom. i. 15; 1 Pet..iv. 11, 
etc.; it stands in the Epistles to the Galatians and Hebrews, probably also 
in 2 Peter, as here, at the end of the Epistle. 


ADDITIONAL NOTES BY THE AMERICAN EDITOR. 


THE EPISTLE OF JAMES. 


ite 
CHAPTER I. 
Ver. 1. 


1. The salutation of this Epistle differs in the form of expression from those 
which are found in the letters of Paul: (a) in that Paul in all his epistles, 
except 1 and 2 Thessalonians, describes himself as an apostle (so generally), or 
as a servant of Jesus Christ, while James calls himself a servant of God and the 
* Lord Jesus Christ, but does not designate himself as an apostle; (b) in that 
James addresses a wide-extended body of Christians, not those limited within a 
particular city or district; (c) in that James uses the word yaipev, which Paul 
never employs. In the Pauline salutations this verb is only suggested by the 
words which bear in them the contents of it: ‘‘Grace and peace to you.” — 
2. The absence of the word azdoroAog does not prove that the author was 
not an apostle, for Paul does not always use this title in speaking of himself 
(comp. Phil. i. 1, where only the word dovdAoc is found, and 1 and 2 Thessa- 
lonians, where there is no descriptive word). But if James who was the head 
of the church in Jerusalem, was not the same person as James the son of 
Alpheus, it is probable that he, and not the apostle, was the writer of the 
Epistle: Jirst, because the character of the letter answers to the character which 
is given of him in the early writings; and, secondly, because his position as 
related to Jewish Christians was such as to make it more probable that he 
would address them. —3. That he was not the same person with James the son 
of Alphzus, is indicated by the reasons presented by Huther in his Introduction. 
The reason, therefore, why he omits the word apostle, is that he did not belong 
to the apostolic company. But it may be regarded as somewhat remarkable, 
if he was, in the strict sense, the brother of the Lord, that he should not have 
given himself this title, which, as it would seem, would have added authority 
to his words. The only satisfactory explanation which can be given of the 
omission of the title is, that, after the death and ascension of Jesus, the earthly 
relationship sank into a kind of insignificance, as the Divine glory of Jesus 
impressed itself more deeply on the minds of all His disciples alike. We see 
Jesus Himself thus rising in His thought above the earthly and family relation, 
as He committed His mother at the crucifixion, not to her own sons, but to 
John the son of Zebedee (comp. John xix. 25-27), May we not find in the very 
phrase which James uses (a servant of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ)—a 

703 


704 ADDITIONAL NOTES BY THE AMERICAN EDITOR. 


phrase which so completely separates Jesus from himself, and so closely unites 
Him with God—an indication that he appreciated the change, as we might 
say, from the earthly to the heavenly relationship ? The time had come, long 
before this letter was written, when the words of Jesus were realized in their 
full meaning: ‘‘ Whosoever shall do the will of God, the same is my brother, 
and sister, and mother.’’ —4, The expression, ‘‘ to the twelve tribes which are of 
the dispersion, ”’ is to be understood, with Huther, as showing that the readers 
for whom the letter was designed were Jewish Christians living outside of 
Palestine. 


IL. 
Vv. 2-18. 


1. The Epistle has no introductory passage corresponding with those which 
are found in the Pauline letters. It begins with exhortations and statements 
respecting trials, which prepare the way for all that follows. The emphasis on 
the word joy in the opening exhortation may be accounted for by the contrast 
between this idea and the idea naturally connected with mespacuoit, The writer 
would urge the readers to consider that which seems to be only an evil and dis- 
tressing, a matter altogether of joy. It is possible, however, that the position of 
xapav in the sentence may be owing to some intended connection in the writer’s 
mind between this substantive and the verb yaipexr. As he sends the readers a 
greeting which involves the thought of joy, he exhorts them to count even their 
trials as grounds of rejoicing. —2. The zepacuoi here referred to, being described 
by the adjective movxiAo., are doubtless the various kinds of trials or tests of 
character which were likely to befall. the readers. To a considerable extent, 
they were connected with persecutions or evils which came upon the Christians 
of that time from without, and thus they answer to the @Aiwe of Rom. v. 3. 
But there is nothing in the words here used which limits the reference to 
these. The correspondence of vy. 2, 3, with the passage in Rom. v. 8, 4, how- 
ever, cannot fail to be noticed. —The verb mepizéonrte, to fall into so as to be 
encompassed by, suggests the idea of a complete involvement in the testing 
trials of which the writer speaks. It was this involvement in the trials which 
made these trials, in an especial sense and degree, a testing of the readers’ faith 
(70 doxipuov tio miotewc). —3. The participle ywwoxovtec is causal, and is to be 
rendered since you know, rather than whilst you may know, as Huther gives it. 
It.gives the ground on which they may well count the falling into trials a matter 
of joy. 

4, To doxiuwov is regarded by Grimm as equivalent in this place to 10 doxipagerv, 
the proving or testing. This explanation of the word is given by many com- 
mentators, as intimated by Huther in his note, and is favored by A. R. V. and 
A.V. It is also favored by Beyschlag in his edition of Huther. It is clear, 
however, that in 1 Pet. i. 7, —the only other passage in the N. T. in which the 
word occurs, — it is to be understood as approvedness. It is thus equivalent to 
Soxiuh, as that word is probably to be explained in Rom. v. 4. The double use of 
the verb doxiuagev by the N. T. writers, and the double possibility of its mean- 
ing, make the decision as to the meaning of the noun here quite difficult. 
Whichever explanation is adopted, the main idea of the passage will not be 
greatly changed. If dox. means proving, the readers are reminded that the 
proving or testing of their faith, which comes through the zevpacpoi, works out 
the result of steadfastness. If, on the other hand, it means approvedness, their 
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tested or approved faith, which is the effect of the mecpaouoi, is declared to 
accomplish the same result.—In Rom. v. 4, steadfast endurance is repre- 
sented as working out tested character; here, tested character, approved faith, 
works out steadfast endurance. The two statements are alike true. Steadfast- 
ness in trials naturally leads to the result of a character which is approved as 

_ the consequence of tests which it has successfully met, and then the latter 
enables the man more easily and victoriously to persevere in, his. endurance. — 
5. The thought of ver. 4, which is set forth in the form of a new exhortation, 
is closely related to that of ver. 3 as subordinate to ver. 2. The trials serve to 
test and establish faith; faith as thus tested serves to further steadfast endur- 
ance; the perfect development of endurance is essential to the perfect develop- 
ment of the man in the Christian life. The Christian reader§ may, therefore, 
well count it all joy when they fall into manifold testing trials, because these 
lie, in this way, in the line of the growth of complete character. The épyov of 
brouovy is that in and by which it works out its legitimate and natural result. 
—6. The end in view of the réAeov épyov of bxouovg is that the man may be 
tédetoc Kal 6A6KAnpog; the former of these words referring rather to the development 
towards the limit of completeness, the latter to the filling out to the fulness of 
character in all its parts, while the following phrase presents the latter idea on 
its negative side. - 

7. The fifth verse is probably connected in thought with those which pre- 
cede, and immediately with the fourth. This is indicated by the verb Acimetas 
following Aemouevor. The supposed case of lacking wisdom is made prominent 
among the possible wants or deficiencies, because wisdom lies near the founda- 
tion ofall development towards completeness, and so is necessary in that line of 
development in which the tests and trials particularly referred to in this passage 
work to their best result.— Wisdom, as the word is here used, seems to 
mean that fundamental element of the Christian life which, in itself, sets the 
possessor of it apart from the evil world; the true apprehension of things, which 
works out into right living. If one is fully endowed with this, there is a guid- 
ing principle in the soul which will lead to the right use of all things, and will 
be the means of developing the man toward perfection. With this wisdom, the 
man will make even the zetpaouoi work out the end of tmouov7; that is, will turn 
the things which seem to be only evil, into good and a cause of joy. —8, In 
case of felt deficiency, the Christian reader is directed to ask God for the supply 
of the want, and the assurance of receiving such supply is given him. It is 
worthy of notice, that the words of the writer are all in the line of the joyous 
greeting which the writer offers to his Christian brethren. They may count 
the apparent evils of their experience a matter of joy, for they bring, when met 
and used with the true wisdom, the steadfast endurance which tends towards 
perfection of character; and if there is any want of this wisdom, nothing needs 
to be done but to ask it from God, who will certainly and liberally give it. The 
freeness and fulness of God’s giving are represented here by very striking 
expressions, —the adverb duc, simply, conveying the idea, as Grimm happily 
expresses it, of being ‘‘led solely by his desire to bless”? (the idea of liberal 
giving, suggested in the translation of A. V. and R. V., is rather implied, in a 
secondary way, than distinctly set forth, in the Greek word); and the participle 
bveilovtoc, reproaching, upbraiding, presenting the thought of such reproaches 
as connected with unworthiness on the part of the petitioners to ask for gifts, 
or possibly with their failure to profit by past gifts, or their want of thankful- 
ness in receiving them, or even with the number of such gifts already bestowed, 
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as would indicate a want of readiness to give, and as were often uttered by men 
when asked for help or favor. No such reproaches are experienced as we ask 
of God. The confidence in God’s willingness to answer prayer, which Jesus 
awakened in the minds of his disciples, continued with them ever afterwards. 
The legal James, as well as the loving John, was prepared to say to every 
Christian, as the Lord Himself had done, ‘‘ Ask, and ye shall receive.” The 
soul in want had but to ask of God for the filling-up of its imperfection, and 
the promise was, “‘it shall be given.”” —9. The asking, however, must be in 
faith. This is put in the form of a new exhortation (ver. 6); but evidently 
the exhortation is intended, in its connection with what precedes, to indicate 
the manner in which the gift just mentioned should be sought. The faith, also, 
should be with no doubting. The explanation of uydév dtaxpivouevoc given by 
Huther is the true one. ' This is shown by the words which describe the doubter 
in the following clause. The mind is not to be drawn this way and that, by 
questionings or uncertainties, with a prevailing tendency to believe that the 
answering gift will not be ‘given in response to the prayer. ‘The petitioner’s 
faith must correspond to the Divine impulse towards giving. 

10. The second sentence of ver. 6 gives a reason for the exhortation to ask 
with no doubting. The meaning of this sentence seems, however, to go beyond 
the limits of the participial clause undév diaxp. The latter clause is connected 
immediately with the matter of faith in the act of prayer, but this second sen- 
tence apparently covers the sphere of the inward life. The Christian should 
ask in faith with no wavering in his mind, for the man whose whole mind is in 
this wavering and doubting state does not possess the calm and peaceful inner 
life which is the true condition of the child of God. The Christian life is 
a life of trust; it is the calmness and confidence of the untroubled sea. The 
doubter, or the man who is in a wavering state, is necessarily thrown out of 
this condition —like the waves which are driven and tossed by the winds —and 
is, therefore, without one of the prime characteristics of the Christian life. 
Particularly as connected with prayer, he is without an element which is made 
prominent and essential in the conditions of the promise of answers to prayer. 
The man who prays in this doubting way has, therefore, no right to expect the 
fulfilment of his request (ver. 7), —11. Ver. 8, which is an appositional and 
explanatory supplement to the expression that man of ver. 7, and thus to the 
expression he that doubteth of ver. 6, sets forth still more emphatically the same 
idea as the ground of the exhortation of ver. 6a. Such a man has, as it were, 
two souls, and accordingly will be likely to move in opposite directions in his 
life and conduct, —now with impulses towards God, now towards the world, 
but, by reason of the want of firm and established faith, prevailingly and finally 
towards the world. —12. Vv. 9-11 seem necessarily to be connected with the 
passage which precedes, because the subject of mevpacudc is continued in ver, 12, 
In themselves, however, they apparently turn to a new subject. The explana-— 
tion which appears to meet the demands of the case most satisfactorily is that 
which makes 6 ddeAgdc 6 rarewoe¢ refer to the Christian in his depressed condition 
as viewed from the standpoint of the world’s judgment, — poverty, slavery, 
ignoble birth, ete., —and 6 rAototc to the rich as a prominent class among the 
exalted men of the unbelieving world; and that which supplies with 6 mAototo¢ 
the indicative of xavydo0a from the previous imperative, making ver. 10a an 
affirmative sentence. In that age the outward, earthly condition of the 
majority of believers must, in itself and by reason of the oppressions experi- 
enced from the rich and powerful of the world, have constituted, in a peculiar 
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sense and measure, a tepaspudc, such a one as was most likely to disturb and 
distress the minds of Christian believers. The writer singles out this peculiar 
metpaouoc as a special example, and bids the believer who is subjected to it 
rejoice in that exaltation which Christianity brings to him in this condition, 
through his new and higher life, and the hope of the future glory; whereas the 
rich man of the world, on the other hand, rejoices in what is really his humilia- 
tion, for his glory is a perishing one.—13. With this understanding of vv. 
9-11, the connection of ver. 12 with those verses becomes apparent. The stead- 
fast endurance, under the mepacucc alluded to, works out the result of the 
consummated and completed exaltation —that which belongs to the heavenly 
world. And so of all similar steadfast endurance: blessed is the man who has 
it and manifests it; for when the result in character is fully accomplished, and 
the man has become approved, he will receive the crown of life, i.e., eternal life 
. as his crown and reward. 

14. At ver. 13 the thought turns to the other side of the matter of metpacudc, 
the drawing towards sin. God may bring us, or suffer us to be brought, into 
circumstances which may bear with them a solicitation to evil, and He may 
allow this in order to strengthen character through steadfast endurance. But the 
solicitation to evil itself does not come from Him. The thought here, as also in 
the former case, is presented in the form of an exhortation. This is doubtless 
to be explained in connection with the prevailing hortatory character of the 
Epistle. In vv. 14, 15, however, the construction changes to affirmative and 
declaratory sentences, a fact which shows the underlying purpose of the writer, 
and the movement of his main thought. —15. The connection of dzeipaorog in 
this passage with melpaoucc and tepafw seems to show that, in the writer’s use of 
the word, the idea of temptation is to be discovered. It thus means cannot be 
tempted with (R. VY. text), rather than wntried in (R. V. marg.). With either 
sense of the word, however, this clause is introduced as a proof that we cannot 
properly say that we are tempted of God. As God cannot be tempted by evil, 
He cannot tempt any one to evil; or, if the other meaning be adopted, as God 
is untried, unversed in evil things, as His inner life is wholly outside of the 
sphere of evil, He cannot be a solicitor to evil: evil must have a source like 
itself. —16. The good side of repaouoc, its impelling power towards vzouovn, 
its working force in the development of right character towards perfection, 
comes from God. He puts the testing trials in the way of His followers as they 
move along their course; and He does this in order that they may be strength- 
ened. But the bad side of mecpacuéc has no connection with Him. On the con- 
trary, He is the source of good only, and of all good. The bad side must be 
allied with evil, and this lies in the heart of man, — in the desire or lust which 
moves the man to sin.—17. The writer does not carry sin back in these 
words to its final and earliest source. As Alford remarks, he takes up the 
matter at a point lower down the stream than Paul does in the Epistle to 
the Romans, or, we may add, than Christ does as represented in the Gospel of 
John, and in contrast to the originating of sin, in any given case or man, by a 
solicitation to evil from God, he declares that the cause of the sin is the lust of 
the man, which, in the teypaauéc, lays hold of the bad side, and leads the whole 
man after itself. —18. By @davato¢ in ver. 15, there can be little doubt that 
eternal death is meant. LBeyschlag in his edition of Huther denies this, and 
makes the word mean spiritual death. The reason of the introduction of this 
word is probably twofold: first, in order to complete the development of the 
idea of the bad side of mecpacuéc; and, secondly, in order to present the contrast 
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between the result on the good side (fof, ver. 12), and that on the bad side 
(Stvaroc, ver. 15). —19. Vv. 16, 17, are closely connected with what precedes; 
ver. 18 forms a transition to what follows. Ver. 16 calls special attention to 
the statement of ver. 17 as showing the impossibility of an originating of temp- 
tation by God. Be not deceived or led astray in your thoughts on the matter, 
says the writer; so far is it from being true, that God ever solicits man to evil, 
that, on the other hand, every good comes from Him, and in Him there is no 
variableness. He moves unchangeably towards good. 

20. With respect to the peculiar expressions in the closing part of ver. 17, 
the following suggestions seem to be well founded: (a) There is a reference to 
the heavenly ‘bodies (the stars, etc.) in the words used, and yet the language is 
not strictly astronomical throughout the entire sentence. This is evident from 
the fact that napaAAayy is not employed as an astronomical term (mapaAdagic is 
the technical term). (b) The word dmockiacua must be understood as meaning 
a dark shadow cast by a body which has its dark side towards the observer, or 
which intervenes between him and the light. The rendering of the Authorized 
Version, shadow of turning, cannot therefore be correct. (c) The word tpor7¢ 
does not appear to be used in a special technical sense except of the points or 
times at which there is an apparent turning of the course, as in the case of the 
sun at the solstices. It must therefore, as it would seem, refer to such a turn 
or revolution of the body as would cause a shadow to be cast. (d) In calling 
God the Father of lights, the writer apparently intends to compare Him with 
the heavenly bodies, and represent Him as not only the author and maker of 
. them, but also as a greater light belonging, in the figurative representation, in 
the same class. — We may believe, therefore, that he means to say that God 
is a light or illuminating body which never, by reason of revolution or turning, 
casts a dark shadow, but which sheds forth unchanging brightness. All good 
in the spiritual sphere is in the region of light. Evil is darkness. The great, 
unchanging, ever-undimmed light can have no dark shadow. God can never 
solicit to evil. —21. Ver. 18 is related to what precedes, as showing how God 
of His own will bestows the greatest of all good gifts, and the fundamental one 
for the human soul. As related to what follows, it prepares the way for the 
exhortations which are introduced in the succeeding verses. Of the words in 
this verse, 3ovAnfec¢ has a certain special emphasis. It carries back the whole 
matter to the self-moved will of God, and thus serves to show that, as the great- 
est and most all-comprehensive good is purposed and determined by Him, it is 
certainly true that no temptation can proceed from Him. ‘This is made still 
further evident by the fact that the spiritual begetting of Christians is with a 
view to the consummation of His great plan for the whole world. They are to 
be the first-fruits, as it were, of the new creation for which all things are wait- 
ing. —It is doubtful whether we are to regard jude, as some, including Bey- 
schlag in his edition of Huther, do, as meaning the Christians of that day who 
were the beginnings of the Church. More probably it may refer to Christians 
in general, or to the readers as representatives of Christians generally. Proba- 
bly xriozarwr includes all the creatures of God, and the thought is of the final 
and universal blessedness, after the sialon of all enemies, even including 
death, the last of all. The bringing of Christians, or of the Christians of that 
time, into the life of faith and holiness, is the beginning of the result which 
will be realized in its fulness at the end. 
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II. 
Vv. 19-27. 


1. The exhortation of ver. 19 follows as a consequence from the statement 
of ver. 18. This relation is expressed in the most simple way, if the reading 
gore of the T. R. is adopted; and this fact, as well as the peculiar variations 
in the different authorities (ore, eorw, cote), may be regarded as in some degree 
favoring that reading. The external evidence, however, is so strongly in favor 
of fore, that it seems almost necessary to accept it as the original text. The 
connection of the verses, with this reading, is through this verb as forming an 
independent and intermediate clause, which probably refers to ver. 18, and 
_ prepares the way for ver. 19b. This verb, if thus understood, is an indicative, 
and means you know, or are well aware of this; that is, that God, of His own 
will, ete. Beyschlag rejects Huther’s view of the connection, and joins the 
words in thought with what precedes.— 2. As God gives us the new life by 
means of the word of truth, it becomes every one to be swift to hear (ver. 19)- 
21), and to hear obediently, turning what one hears into action (ver. 22ff.). 
This is the substance of the main thought as developed in what follows. Along 
with this, however, it would seem that the.writer must have had in mind some 
special tendency on the part of the readers whom he was addressing to assume 
the position of teachers and to contend against others. In this way only is it 
easy to account for the added words, slow to speak, slow to wrath. This Epistle 
seems to be characterized, in some measure, by the insertion or addition of such 
more special points, while, at the same time, the main thought moves on ina 
continuous line of development. —3. Ver. 20 gives the reason for the last words 
of ver. 19: slow to wrath. Wrath does not work or produce the righteousness 
of God. Righteousness is to be understood here, not in the peculiar sense which 
belongs to the Pauline Epistles, but in the ordinary sense, — conformity to what 
ought to be, orto be done. The genitive Ocod sets forth the righteousness as 
that which is demanded or approved by God, and is perhaps to be most simply 
explained as a possessive genitive carrying with it this idea. This righteousness 
is that which appertains to the new life to which God brings us, and hence 
whatever does not work to the end of producing it is to be avoided. —4, 6:6 
(ver. 21) points back to ver. 20, but the exhortation which is introduced by it 
goes out beyond the matter of avoiding dpy7, to the laying aside of all «axa, 
Not improbably, we should, with Huther, Alford, and some others, connect 
purapiav with the genitive xaxiag; so R. V., all filthiness and overflowing of 
wickedness, as opposed to A. V., all filthiness, and superjiuity of, etc. If so, the 
word v7. is used as indicating the polluting character of sin, its defilement, 
while epicoeiav designates its abundance. We should lay aside that evil or 
wickedness which is so abundant within us and so defiling in its influence. 
Alford says, ‘‘ It is very possible that the agricultural similitude in éu@vzo¢ may 
have influenced the choice of both these words, pu7. and mepioo. The ground 
must be ridded of all that pollutes and chokes it, before the seed can sink in 
and come to maturity; it must be cleaned and cleared.’ —5, The connection 
of ver. 21 with the immediately preceding verses may indicate that mpatryte is 
here used in the sense of gentleness, rather than meekness, in contrast to dpyfv 
(ver. 19). This is the view of most of the recent commentators. It is not 
necessary, indeed, to take the word in this sense; but if, as is not improbably 
the case, the expression bredleth not his tongue, in ver. 26, is to be explained in 
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connection with épy7, the argument in favor of this interpretation is a strong 
one. —6, The adjective éugutov is used, probably, because the establishing of 
the word in the soul is that by which the new life is made to begin and grow. 
This implanted word is able to save the soul. 

7. Ver. 22 presses the necessity of so receiving the word as to carry it out 
into conduct and life. The doing of the word here spoken of has reference, 
partly at least or prominently, to that doing of Christian duty which belongs to 
the relation of the man to others. This seems to be indicated by the opy7 and 
mpabtnc, by the expressions bridleth not his tongue and visit the fatherless, and 
by what is set forth in the following parts of the Epistle. The subjective, inte- 
rior, hearty reception of the word (denoted by défaoe) involves the addition of 
doing to hearing. The man who satisfies himself with the latter only deludes 
himself, as by a false reckoning or reasoning (apadoyifeobat); see this verb as 
used in Col. ii. 4, where the word m@avodoyia is added. —8. The contrast in 
vv. 23-25 seems not to be between two mirrors, or two men looking into two 
different mirrors, but between the chance or careless looking to see one’s face 
in a mirror, and the close examination of a law ora moral system to know its 
teachings and to compare one’s character and actions with what it describes or 
demands. The man who does the former has no earnestness in his action. 
The impression is a passing one, and. what he sees takes no hold upon the inner 
life. But he who does the latter must be affected by what he sees, and must 
put in practice what is discovered ‘by his careful and continuous study. The 
word zapaxviac of ver. 25 is a strong one, denoting a bending-down to look into, 
an intent, earnest looking; and to this is added the strong word sapayeivac, 
which denotes a continuous, persistent action in this looking. Such looking 
must affect conduct, and must lead to blessing. — 9. The expression, the perfect 
law, refers to the gospel as giving the rule and description of the true life. The 
adjective réAewov seems to be used as connected with the fact that this rule is 
complete for the life which reaches perfection. The law is called the law of 
freedom, probably because the perfect life, in its relation to law and duty, must 
be a life of freely-given obedience, —a service of love. Paul and James draw 
near to each other at this point, though they may seem, in some views of their 
thinking, to approach the central truth from opposite sides. —10. Vv. 26, 27, 
carry on the general thought of the preceding verses, — religion as related to the 
doing of the work set forth in the perfect law of liberty, —and suggest promi- 
nently (in ver. 26) the idea first brought forward in the words slow to speak, 
ver. 19. Of the words in these two verses, doxet has the sense of thinks or 
fancies (see 1 Cor. iii. 18, Gal. vi. 3, etc., in which passages the idea of deceiy- 
ing one’s self is also expressed, as it is here); @pyoxo¢ and Opnoxeia are words 
designating religion as connected originally with the fear of God, if the com- 
monly assumed derivation from tpéw is accepted; the latter word seems to be 
connected with external manifestations of religion, worship, ete., — possibly the 
words are selected here because the writer has in mind the religious life as an . 
active and outgoing life: visiting the fatherless, etc. ; mapa OO, in the judgment 
of God, as God looks upon it; the reference to visiting the fatherless and widows 
in their affliction —the calamities which befall them —is by way of illustration, 
giving one of the many acts which manifest and are the forth-putting of the 
religious life; the keeping one’s self unspotted from the world, on the other 
hand, goes out beyond the sphere of these external acts, and covers the whole 
inward and outward living. 
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IV. 
CHAPTER II. 
Vv. 1-13. ‘ 


1. The writer passes at this point to a more particular exhortation in the 
line of Christian duty,—the first in a series of exhortations which occupy 
the larger part of the Epistle. The exhortations bear upon failings or sins by 
which the readers were especially characterized, and are to the end of avoiding 
them and practising the opposite virtues. The writer opens this new passage 
with the words ddeAgo: wov. The frequency with which these words of address 
are used in this letter is very noticeable, and shows the hortatory character of 
it. There is no prominence given to the discussion of truths for their own sake. 
Such discussion, if occurring at all, is only incidental to the pressing of some 
duty or to the appeal to the reader to conform in one point or another to the per- 
fect law. —2. The word mpoowroAnuyatc is placed in an emphatic position. This 
may possibly be accounted for by a connection in thought with the ministering 
or refusal to minister to the afflicted and weak, i. 27. ‘ But not improbably there 
is a marked turn in the thought here to a new point of duty, and the emphasis 
on the word is only for the sake of calling special attention to this point. — 
3. éxeTe THY mLoTLv — Probably the writer has in mind the thought of the latter 
part of the chapter, where he sets forth the deadness of faith without works. 
To his mind, the Christian faith moved, in a peculiar sense and measure, in the 
sphere of works, and the man who indulged in sin or violated obligations and 
duties, held the faith in —that is, in the midst of, or as if involved in or with — 
the sin in question. —4. The genitive tov xvpiov is probably objective: faith in; 
but possibly it is a possessive genitive, the faith being regarded as belonging to 
the Lord, in that He taught it as the essential thing in His teaching. The geni- 
tive t7¢ dogyc, on the other hand, is, on the whole, satisfactorily and most simply 
explained as a characteristic genitive following Tov xvpiov. Though a peculiar 
and unusual construction, involving difficulties, this is the least difficult of all | 
the constructions proposed. The phrase as thus explained is not a formal dox- 
ology, and perhaps it does not necessarily involve as much as such doxologies 
do. But it certainly approaches them in force, and may be regarded as sugges- 
tive with reference to the,thought of the immediate disciples and brethren of 
the Lord respecting the fitness of the ascription of praise and worship to Him. 

5. The double supposition of vv. 2, 3, is evidently intended to be understood 
as realized in both its parts. It is put in the form of a mere supposition, and is 
doubtless only one instance illustrative of the matter of respecting persons, which 
is under consideration. The passage itself, however, and other allusions to the 
relations to the rich in later verses or chapters, make it probable that the illus- 
trative example is brought forward because it was well known in the experience 
of the readers. —6. As to the question whether the rich man of ver. 2 is to be 
regarded as a Christian or not, the suggestions of Huther appear to be decisive, 
as showing that he is not a Christian. The probability indicated in connection 
with i. 10, 11, is so greatly strengthened by this verse and by what follows, that the 
correctness of this view must be admitted. —7. The past tenses in ver. 4 are 
used, we may believe, because the writer thinks of such cases as actually having 
occurred, and therefore likely to occur. For this reason he puts the supposition 
in the form, If there shall have come... did you not, ete. The verb daxpidnre 
is rendered in A. V., Are ye not partial (in yourselves, év éavroic); in R. V. text, 
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Are ye not divided; in R. V. marg., Do ye not make distinctions (text, in your 
own mind; marg., among yourselves). The question as to the meaning of this 
verb is somewhat difficult of determination. The use of the verb in i. 6, and 
the more common usage of the N. T. in cases where the middle and aorist 
passive occur, favor the meaning doubt ; and if this is the meaning, the explana- 
tion given by Huther in his note is probably the correct one. It must be admitted, 
however, as we think, that this idea of doubting, as equivalent to ‘‘a contradic- 
tion of their faith, according to which external glory and riches are nothing,”’ is 
not quite parallel with the doubting of i. 6, and that a more distinct and direct 
expression of such contradiction, had this been the writer’s idea, would have 
been more natural and simple. On the other hand, if it is allowable to adopt 
the signification given to the verb in R. V. marg., make distinctions, the expres- 
sion becomes very simple, and the sentence falls naturally into harmony with 
itself and with the general thought of the passage. The interpretation of év 
éavroic will follow that of SsaxpcOnte: if the verb has the former of the two mean- 
ings alluded to, the preposition is to be taken in the sense of in ; if the verb has 
the latter signification, the preposition means among. Grimm and the recent 
commentators generally agree substantially with Huther respecting the verb. — 
8. There can be little doubt that the genitive dadoycouav novypay is a descriptive 
or characteristic genitive, and that the substance of meaning is, as given in 
R. V., judges with evil thoughts, or, as Grimm gives it, judges who follow per- 
verse opinions, reprehensible principles. The Christian who made such distine- 
tions and discriminations, favoring the rich as against the poor, was, in his 
judgments and principles which were the result of his reflection (d:aAoycouol), 
in opposition to the true Christian idea. This is proved by the following verse 
(ver.5). The argument here is similar to that which Paul urges in 1 Cor. i. 26 ff. 
Their own experience as to the Divine calling would plainly show the impropriety 
of their conduct in this matter. The similarity of this passage to the one in 
1 Cor., as well as the general underlying thought of the passage itself, favors the 
view that in faith denotes the sphere in which the persons spoken of were rich, 
— poor in the view of the world and according to the world’s standard of judg- 
ment, but rich in the Christian sphere and according to the standard of the 
kingdom of God.—9. The writer now sets forth the behavior of the rich to- 
wards the Christians as a second reason why the latter should not honor them 
in the way indicated. The rich oppress and persecute them, and blaspheme the 
name of Christ which is called upon them at the beginning of their Christian 
life. The conduct here spoken of is such as could hardly be descriptive of rich 
persons connected with the Church; and these verses (5-7) seem, therefore, 
clearly to show, by the contrasts and statements which they contain, that the 
unchristian rich are the persons referred to throughout the entire passage. The 
evidence for this view thus becomes stronger as the passage moves forward, and 
the reference to the same class of persons in the later part of the Epistle accords 
‘with and confirms what is here said. —10. The view of Huther, that in vv. 8, 9, 
the writer ‘‘ meets the attempt which his readers might perhaps make to justify 
their conduct toward the rich by the law of love’? seems improbable. The 
readers would hardly attempt to justify conduct which made such a distinction 
between men, by appealing to the law of love, which required them to love every 
one as themselves, —a love which evidently must apply to the poor equally with 
the rich. It seems more probable that the writer is, as Alford says, guarding 
his own argument from misconstruction. The rich should be treated, indeed, 
according to the principles of the law of love; but this is a widely different thing 
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from such respecting of persons as that which is referred to. The latter isa 
sin, —a violation of the law of love. 

11. The word “évra, to which Huther assigns the meaning assuredly or cer- 
tainly, has, not improbably, a mild adversative sense. It should probably be 
rendered however, rather than as in R. V. howbeit. It suggests the contrast 
connected with the possible misconstruction alluded to. —12. Being convicted 
by the law as transgressors — The law here spoken of is the whole Mosaic law 
as viewed on the side of duties towards our fellow-men, —that portion of the 
Mosaic law which, as Paul says in Rom. xiii. 10, Gal. v. 14, is fulfilled and 
summed up in the command, ‘‘ Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself.’? This 
command gathers up into itself every thing in the treatment of others which is 
demanded by its spirit, and consequently it is transgressed by any act, or manner 
of acting, which is contrary to the love required. The proof which follows in 
vy._.10, 11, is illustrative, showing that such a single violation is a transgression 
of the whole law. —13. The view of Huther with respect to obtw¢ of ver. 12 — 
that it refers backward, rather than simply to the following o¢ — is to be regarded 
as. correct. The case seems to be parallel to 1 Cor. ix. 24. In closing the para- 
graph, the writer gives a general exhortation which covers and includes the 
particular matter discussed in the preceding verses, and, at the same time, 
reaches out to the entire circle of action and speech in the Christian life. The 
law of liberty here spoken of is undoubtedly the same with that mentioned in 
i. 25, and this law is characterized by the same descriptive word for the same 
reason as in the former case. The gospel rule is one which is fulfilled by a 
freely-given obedience. This law, which can be truly fulfilled only in this way, 
—the law of love obeyed in the free and hearty spirit of love, —is the one by 
which the Christian is to be judged; and hence he should be careful that in every 
thing he yields obedience to it. And he should do this because (ver. 13) the 
merciful judgment, which is the ground of hope as connected with the Christian 
~ system, gives way to the opposite in the case of one who contradicts the Chris- 
tian spirit by violating the law of love. In the case of one who, on the other 
hand, is governed by that law, mercy which forgives and justifies prevails over 
judgment, and secures the man the offered blessing. 


V. 
Vv. 14-26. 


1. The turn in the thought at this point seems to be connected with the 
general underlying idea of the Epistle, that true religion is that only which 
shows itself in acts and life, and, more immediately and particularly, with the 
suggestion of the preceding verses which refer to judgment. The justifying 
judgment, which comes through mercy, is not to be expected on the ground of a 
mere dead faith. The faith which is the animating principle of the Christian 
life, and which saves the soul, is one which works in the line of obedience to 
the law of love. —It would seem evident, that in connection with the conduct 
alluded to in the preceding verses, and at the close of chap. i., there must have 
been a doctrine or claim on the part of many of the readers whom the writer 
addresses, that faith apart from works was all-sufficient. The writer combats 
this doctrine, first, by presenting an illustrative example from the ordinary 
course of life—a case of need which might present itself for relief; and 
secondly, by pointing to the history of Abraham — the great historic case of 
Abraham. —2. That the faith which is here spoken of is a mere belief, a faith 
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which has in it no love element, no working power, and thus a faith which is 
different from that which Paul has in mind in his Epistles (e.g., Gal. v. 6), 
seems evident from all the indications of the passage. The difference between 
Paul and James is not that the latter affirms the faith of the former to be dead, 
while the former affirms it to be the living and life-giving principle of the true 
life. Paul holds that faith has a working, as well as a believing, element. In 
other words, the Pauline faith is trust; it is a uniting force as between the 
soul of man and God. The Pauline faith proved its existence by works; it 
was not a mere belief of a proposition, such as the proposition or truth, that 
God is one. ‘The two writers thus regard the living faith and the dead faith - 
in the same way: the question of life and death here, as everywhere, being 
the question of the presence or absence of the working element. But James, 
by reason of the exigencies of his discussion, is speaking of a dead faith, while 
Paul has always occasion to refer to living faith. ; 

3. The question as to justification is more difficult. So far as the necessity 
of a living faith to justification is concerned, the two writers would seem to 
agree that it is necessary. But does James teach a doctrine inconsistent with 
Paul’s position, that justification is through faith alone? Is the statement 
respecting Abraham in this passage inconsistent with what is implied or 
declared in Romans, chap. iv. ? On this point the following suggestions may be 
offered: (a) Paul, in his Epistles to the Romans and Galatians, was contending 
against Judaizing partisans, who insisted that all, even the Gentile converts, 
should conform to the whole Mosaic system, and that they could not be justified 
Without this. He maintained the sufficiency of faith for justification, and 
declared that there was no justification by works, because there was no such 
thing in human experience as a perfect and complete fulfilment of the law. 
The Christian system, according to him, was a system of free forgiveness on 
the ground of faith. Faith was the first movement of the soul, in turning from 
enmity to God, towards a friendly relation to Him. This first movement of the 
soul involved an element of love, which, as the life and activity of the soul 
went forward, would result in good works, i.e., in conformity of the whole life 
to the will of God. The act of forgiveness and justification om God’s part, 
however, was, to his view, coincident with the act of faith; and the man, being 
justified when he believed, had only to go forward thereafter under the impulse 
of the love-element connected with his faith. — (b) James, on the other hand, 
was contending in this Epistle against persons who held that faith without the 
love-element was all that was necessary. These persons held that a mere belief 
which had no effect upon conduct, a faith which could give no evidence of its 
existence as a transforming and elevating power in the life, was sufficient to 
secure justification. —(c) With reference to the case of Abraham as mentioned 
by James, and the use which he makes of it, it will be noticed that the sacrifice 
of Isaac (Gen. xxii. 2) was later in point of time than the statements that faith 
was accounted to him for righteousness (Gen. xv. 6), and that he was called the 
friend of God (probably founded upon Gen. xviii. 17); also, that the act of sacrifice 
is spoken of as completing or perfecting the faith, and the words of Gen. xv. 6 
are said to have been thereby fulfilled; also, that the conclusion drawn in the 
twenty-fourth verse must be interpreted in consistency with the declaration of 
the O. T., which places the justification before the act of sacrifice, and may 
naturally be interpreted (not to say, must be interpreted) in such a way as to 
understand and not by faith only, as meaning not by such faith as the writer 
of the Epistle has in mind in his discussion. In view of these considerations, 
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it would seem that James must have recognized the fact of the justification of 
Abraham, at a time which preceded not only the sacrifice of Isaac, but even the 
birth of this heir of the promises; and that when he speaks of his justification 
by works in connection with the sacrifice, he cannot mean to deny that he was 
justified when he first exercised faith. —(d) The true position of James, there- 
fore, seems to be this: that, when the test time for the man’s faith comes, — 
the test which determines whether the faith is a living or a dead one, — justi- 
fication depends on whether the faith displays its living force by an act of 
obedience and love. In other words, justification is on the ground of a faith 
which is a living, loving, active principle. —It is indeed true, as Huther says, 
quoting from Wieseler, that it is one thing to say, to be justified by faith 
which is proved by works, and another thing, to be justified by works in which 
faith is proved. But it must be borne in mind, that we are not dealing here 
with abstract theological propositions. The writer of this Epistle is guided 
in his use of language by the circumstances of the case, the character and 
position of the persons against whom he is contending, etc. What he says is 
to be judged accordingly; and, when viewed from this standpoint, the difference 
between the two statements is not of that marked and distinct character which 
may be observed when they are considered as theological propositions. —(e) The 
correctness of the view which is in the line of these suggestions is confirmed 
by all the indications of the passage. The fact that faith without works is 
illustrated by the empty saying to a destitute brother, Go in peace, without 
doing any thing for his relief; the impossibility, which is clearly hinted at, of 
showing or proving the existence of real faith, except by such works as would 
be naturally prompted by it; the description of faith apart from works, as 
similar to that which the demons have; the statement that faith apart from 
works is barren; the points already set forth in connection with the case of 
Abraham; the comparison between faith apart from works, and the body 
without the animating and vivifying power of the spirit, —all these things 
exhibit the writer’s idea of the faith which he regards as so insufficient and 
worthless, and show what he means when he says that a man is justified by 
works, and not only by faith. 

4, With respect to individual words and phrases, the following suggestions 
may be offered: (a) The abrupt turn in the question, ti 76 dpeAoc (ver. 14), is 
calculated to arrest the attention of the reader, and bring him at once to the 
very centre of the subject. —(b) R. V. renders 7 miori¢ of ver. 14b, that faith. 
Huther denies this force of the demonstrative pronoun to the article in this 
place. It would seem doubtful, to say the least, whether the demonstrative 
force can be insisted upon. —(c) The word odoa refers, no doubt, to future 
salvation, and this word, accordingly, suggests that the writer is referring 
throughout the passage to that justification which is connected with the 
securing of salvation for a man who has the opportunity to put his faith in 
exercise; that is, that he is not limiting his thought to the first moment of 
forgiveness, when the man is set right before the judgment of God with 
reference to his past sins. —(d) Huther is hardly justified in insisting on our 
regarding yopréceode and Sepuaivecte as in the middle voice, on the ground that 
only thus does the contrast appear pointed and definite. The point seems to be 
simply, that there is an empty expression of good wishes, but no corresponding 
action, and not that the destitute brother might warm or satisfy himself. — 
(e) The remark of Huther in his note on ver. 17 is worthy of special notice: 
‘‘ From the fact that James calls faith dead if it has not works, it is evident 
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that by these works is not meant something which must be added to faith, but 
something which grows out of faith; the épya here treated of are works of 
faith, in which are the germs of faith.”” Paul and James alike have in mind a 
working faith, a faith which works through love, which is alive with a living 
energy. —(j) The objections which Huther urges against making the person 
referred to in the expression, 422’ épei ric, “‘a vir sapiens et intelligens, to whom 
James assigns the part of carrying on the argument in his stead against his 
opponent,”’ are worthy of consideration, but they do not appear to be decisive. 
His own explanation must be regarded as artificial and improbable. Beyschlag, 
in his edition of Huther, rejects Huther’s explanation. The use of dAdd even in 
Paul's writings is such that a somewhat wide range must be given to its mean- 
ing and force in some cases. It seems sometimes to be nearly equivalent to our 
word nay, as used in sentences of this sort; and to express a contrast, not, 
indeed, to the form of words immediately preceding, but to an underlying idea 
or a suggested thought. If it can be understood in this way here, the thought 
of the sentences moves forward simply and easily. So far from faith, apart 
from works, having any living force, a man may say, ‘‘Show me,” ete. The 
remark of Huther, that it cannot be perceived why James should express his 
own opinion in the person of another, who is entirely indefinite, can hardly be 
regarded as of serious importance; for the statement that some one, or any one, 
may urge what is thus said has a certain force which the same thing presented 
as from the writer himself might not have. — The objections to the view which 
makes the ti¢ a person who opposes the position taken by James, seem to be 
insuperable. — (g) Ver. 19 is apparently connected with what precedes, and ver. 
20 opens the new stage in the argument, founded upon the case of Abraham, 
ete. The article of faith which is fundamental is taken as an example, — the 
belief that God is one, —and it is shown, that, without any thing growing out 
of it in works and life, it amounts to nothing more than even the demons have. 
The verb which is added with regard to the demons (@piccovow) expresses 
apparently the opposite idea to o#oa of ver. 14, and the thought moves, in 
connection with owsa and its opposite, to the édicamén of ver. 21.—(h) The 
justification of Abraham here spoken of is, as we may say, connected with that 
of which Paul speaks in Romans, chap. iv., and Galatians, chap. iii., through 
the passage in the Epistle to the Hebrews (xi. 17 f.), where the writer of that 
Epistle says, ‘‘ By faith Abraham, being tried, offered up Isaac,” etc. The 
offering of Isaac was a fruit of faith, a work growing out of it; and as viewed 
from the side of faith with, or without, works, Abraham was justified by works. 
The justification would not have been realized, had there been no working 
energy in the faith. This working energy manifested itself in action, when 
the demand came for the sacrifice. 

(t) The statement of ver, 22 accords with and confirms this view of the mat- 
ter. Faith co-operated with Abraham’s works, in the sense that it was the 
inspiring principle which caused them to be done; and, on the other hand, it 
was itself completed by them in the sense that, if there had been no outworking 
force showing itself when the opportunity and summons came, the faith would 
have been, and would have proved itself to be, an imperfect and even a dead 
thing. It was in this way, and in this sense, that the Scripture passage in Gen, 
xv. 6 found its real and perfect fulfilment. In this light of the passage, and 
with this explanation, there is no real contradiction between Paul and James, 
This very passage of Genesis on which Paul founds his doctrine of justification 
by faith was actually fulfilled in the sense that the faith was made complete, 
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and the justification was assured and made manifest, when the faith had put 
forth its living energy in act. The word éreAe6n refers to the perfecting of faith 
in the realization of its force in action; the verb étAnpé0n refers, in a similar 
way, to the fulfilment of the Scriptural words in the realization and sealing, as it 
were, of the justification. — (j) The twenty-sixth verse repeats in substance the 
statement of ver. 20, or verbatim if we read vexpé instead of apy in that verse; 
but it adds the comparison of the body and spirit. The character of the faith 
of which the writer is speaking is most clearly indicated by these two verses. 
The faith which is entirely apart from works is like the body without the spirit; 
it is apyn, without working energy, because it is vexpd, having in it no animating 
and inspiring force. —(k) All things in the passage thus combine to show the 
truth of what Huther says in his closing remarks upon the chapter, —namely, 
that James did not design to make an attack upon Paul’s doctrine. It does not, 
however, seem quite as clear that he may not have referred to some misappre- 
hending or misappropriation of it, or that the Epistle belongs to the earlier 
apostolic times. This latter view is, nevertheless, not improbable. 


VI. 
CHAPTER III. 
Vv. 1-12. 


1. It is evident that, as Huther says, the writer passes at the beginning of 
this chapter to a new subject. Apparently the empty faith which characterized 
those whom the preceding chapter had referred to, had the influence which it 
often has: as it had no living force and energy leading to the appropriate 
works of the Christian life, it exerted its force, if such it might be called, in the 
way of assuming to teach others. Talking and teaching took the place of work- 
ing. The exhortation which he gives, therefore, follows appropriately after the 
passage relating to living and dead faith. —2, The verb yiveode seems to be used 
here because the writer would dissuade them from entering upon the course indi- 
cated. The word zoAdoi is explained correctly by Beyschlag in his edition of 
Huther, Be not in great numbers teachers; that is, do not be seeking the office 
and work of teachers, as if this were the thing to be aimed at by the great mass 
of Christians. The connection of thought in the following verses seems to be 
this: that as we all offend in many points, and the higher the position volun- 
tarily assumed the greater the condemnation, it is unbecoming to thrust one’s 
self forward in the way mentioned. Ver. 3 then adds the peculiar danger of 
offence as connected with the tongue, — an idea evidently suggested by the desire 
of the readers to become teachers, but yet it goes beyond this particular subject 
to the general matter of the sins of the tongue. —3. The suggestion that the 
man who controls his tongue is able also to control his whole body, is hardly to 
be understood in its most direct and full meaning; but as conveying the idea 
that the control of the tongue is so difficult, that one who succeeds in gaining 
this will show power enough to make him equal to the emergency of meeting 
the temptations to sin which come in connection with any other part of the 
man. The word body seems to be used because tongue, one of the members of 
the body, has been used. This is a sufficient account of its introduction, but it 
is possible that the thought of the members of the body as the avenues through 
which temptations come into the soul, and appetites and desires go out, may have 
been in the author’s mind. —4. The comparison of ver. 5 has, indeed, a certain 
relation to the illustration of ver. 3, as well as that of ver. 4, but its immediate 
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reference is evidently to the latter. The words peyéAa abyei (or, if that be the 
true reading, ueyaAavyei) are regarded by Grimm as denoting a kind of haughty 
language which stirs up strife. This would seem to be indicated by the passage 
which follows, and may be regarded as the correct view, rather than the view 
which would hold that abyez is simply substituted for ove because the tongue is 
the member spoken of. —5. Ver. 5b f. unfolds what is suggested by veydia abyel. 
The sense of the first 7Aikov is how small; for, even if this is not the direct 
signification of the word as here used, the thought of the whole passage would 
lead us to interpret the phrase, how greut a fire kindles how great a wood, by 
measuring the greatness in the former case by contrast with that in the latter. 
If it is understood otherwise, the sentence is out of harmony with: the tongue 
is a little member, ete. The word tAqv probably means forest here, as in R. V. 
marg., rather than wood, as in R. V. text. 

6. As between the construction of ver. 6 given in R. V. text, dnd the tongue 
is a fire; the world of iniquity among our members is the tongue, which, etc., 
and that given in R. V. marg., And the tongue is a fire, that world of iniquity ; 
the tongue is among our members that which, etc., the decision is probably to be 
made in favor of the former, because in this way the thought of the clauses 
best divides itself. That the tongue is a fire, is a statement which naturally 
follows upon ver. 5b; and as thus following, it has in itself a marked emphasis 
and’ solemnity which arrest attention. Then the thought moves on with a cor- 
responding solemnity in a sentence which is explanatory of this brief affirmation, 
and gives a justification for it: The world of iniquity, the tongue is, ete. Huther 
takes the other view on grounds which seem hardly sufficient. He objects to the 
construction as difficult, and as isolating too much the first thought, and also 
because there is no correct meaning unless the words 7 yA. rip are closely con- 
nected with what follows. There is no difficulty, if the close union with 5) is 
noticed, and this close union accounts for what Huther regards as the isolating 
of the first thought. The last point made by Huther falls away with the other 
two. Beyschlag objects to Huther’s explanation, and favors the other. — 
7. The word xéopuoc, whichever view of the sentence is taken, is undoubtedly used 
in the sense of the sum or totality of unrighteousness. The tongue is thus con- 
ceived of because, in the line of the writer’s present thought, it appears as if 
the source of all evils. The idea of swm is designedly expressed with greatest 
emphasis by the use of this particular word xéopoc, the world. This sum of evil 
is in the tongue, making it a consuming fire on every side for the man himself 
and for others. —8, xa@iorarat— On this verb see Additional Notes in the 
Amer. edition of Meyer’s Commentary on Romans, v. 19.. The tongue is set 
(or sets itself) in the midst of (among) the members as that which, etc. The 
sense of kadiorara: as here used is most clearly seen in connection with iv. 4 and 
2 Pet. i. 8. It is substantially equivalent to éari (see iv. 4, where the two verbs 
are used in parallel sentences); but possibly has the additional idea of: caused 
to appear as — shown to be — what it really is. The ‘‘is”’ notion, is, however, 
the most prominent one, so far as the truth or fact declared ‘s concerned. 

9. The tongue is spoken of as set on fire by Gehenna, apparently because of 
the violence of expression given forth by it, and the impulse given thereby to 
various sorts of sin which the writer now has in mind, as he is speaking espe- 
cially of the tongue. In another connection, and with a more full survey of 
sin in all its lines and sources, he might, no doubt, have limited his expressions 
more exactly, — The words pioyifovea thy tpoxdv tie yevéoewe have a certain paral- 
lelism with the preceding participial clause, and so far there is a measure of 
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probability that tpoy. yevéo. refers to the course of the individual life, —the 
wheel of birth or human origin. This probability, however, can hardly be con- 
sidered as sufficient in itself to determine the question. Nevertheless, it appears 
to the writer of this note, that, if this view of the matter is adopted, the harmony 
of the clauses with each other, and the unity of the thought as presented in 
the figures, is most successfully realized. The only other view worthy of serious 
consideration is that of R. V. text: the wheel of nature, the orb of creation (Alf., 
etc.), or that mentioned in Grimm’s N. T. Lex.: the wheel of life or existence 
(like the English word ‘‘machinery’’).—10. The yép of ver. 7 introduces that 
verse and the following as a justification of the statements which precede, and 
especially as a ground for the strong expression in the last participial clause of 
ver. 6. The untamable character of the tongue, its restless evil character, full 
of deadly poison, is the evidence that it is set on fire by Gehenna, that it is 
moved and impelled in its evil by the author of evil. The words a restless evil, 
full, ete., are to be explained with Winer and Huther as independent, and a 
sort of exclamation, rather than as a sentence introduced by it is. —11. The 
true explanation of ver. 9 ff. is connected with the fact that these evils and sins 
which arise from the tongue are those which the writer has observed among the 
Christian readers whom he is addressing. They have fallen into sins in this 
regard which are illustrative of the power of evil connected with the tongue; 
and he warns them of the deadly character of such evil in its possible develop- 
ment, in order that he may arrest the progress of what may become unconquer- 
able, if not restrained. Possibly this whole passage may be related to the closing 
part of the preceding chapter in the way which seems to be suggested by Neander, 
who says, ‘‘The show of piety James opposes in all its forms. Such is that 
pious cant, in which, along with praise to God in words, are mingled a hateful 
censoriousness and bitter denunciation of men, in whom God’s image is to be 
honored. James exposes the inherent inconsistency of such conduct, which to 
his view is mere hypocrisy.” And he adds, “‘Thus does James express the 
ground-thought of this whole Epistle (in these verses, 9-12), namely, that all 
turns on the inward temper from which the whole life takes its direction.’’ 
The view of some writers, that ver. 9 is an exemplification of the restlessness or 
unsteadfastness of the tongue, is much less probable than that which is thus 
given, and which takes hold upon the underlying thought of the whole context, 
—12. The word xp7 here seems to refer to that necessity which is connected 
with the fitness of things, and so to be equivalent to our word ought in such 
sentences. This contrariety to fitness is set forth by the illustrations which 
follow and which are taken from things familiar to all in nature. 


VII. 
, Vv. 13-18. 


1. There is apparently a certain connection between this passage and the 
exhortation of ver. 1, as related to the verses which follow. The claim of 
wisdom and knowledge was naturally united with the disposition to become 
teachers; and that contentiousness, etc., which accompanied this claim, mani- 
fested itself, no doubt, in the outspeaking of boasting, and of bitter opposition, 
by which the destructive power of the tongue was displayed. There is also, as 
we may not improbably be justified in holding, a certain connection with the 
closing part of chap. ii., such as is indicated in the words of Neander, “As 
James has contended against a false faith, unaccompanied by works, so does 
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he, in like manner, against that knowledge and wisdom in divine things, which 
does not make itself known by a living activity in a corresponding course of 
life.’ In this latter view of the passage, it becomes a third presentation of the 
necessity of such correspondence to the true Christian life, faith, speech, wis- 
dom, all being manifested by thé appropriate outworking of the inner principle. 
—2. The two adjectives oo¢dc and émorjuov are here used, apparently, as in 
substance equivalent to each other, the latter being added only as emphasizing 
the idea of the former. This is indicated by the fact that, in the development 
of the thought in the following verses, codia alone appears. —3. The substitution 
of the word works instead of wisdom, in the second part of ver. 18, is not 
improbably to be accounted for in connection with the reference in the passage 
to oppositions and peace as the results of the false and true wisdom. The 
readers who were disposed to claim wisdom should show out of—that is, by, 
because springing out of —a good manner of life, the corresponding results, in 
the particular line here suggested, the opposite of bitter envying and strife; 
and they should do this in the sphere of the working of that meekness which 
appertains to wisdom in its truest and genuine sense. The word mpavrne, as 
here used, means meekness ; but there may be, perhaps, in connection with the 
context, a suggestion, in a subordinate way, of the other idea of the word, 
namely, gentleness. —4. The arrangement of the thought in ver. 14 is the 
reverse of that in ver. 18. If you claim wisdom, show it in its appropriate 
fruits (ver. 13); if, on the other hand, you manifest what is opposite in your 
feelings and spirit and acts, do not glory in your wisdom, and lie against the 
truth (ver. 14). The opposite results, in the attitude towards one another, to 
that to which the meekness of wisdom would lead, are jealousy and faction, 
or selfish partisanship. The compound verb «xatakxavyaobe suggests the idea of 
glorying in wisdom over against, or to the disparaging or injury of others. 
The expression, lie not against the truth, is not in the proper sense tautological; 
at least, the addition of the last words is not without a certain solemnity and 
emphasis. The claim of wisdom on the part of such persons was a glorying 
against others, and was a lie against the inward truth of the soul, or perhaps, 
taking the word objectively, against the truth in the objective Christian sense, 
as Wiesinger holds. : 

5. The relation of «arepyouévn (ver. 15) to the sentence is shown by its 
contrast with éxiyecoc, It is a descriptive adjective. The wisdom whose fruit 
is jealousy and bitterness is not one that comes down from above, but earthly. 
The demonstrative pronoun atr7 evidently points to the sort of wisdom sug- 
gested by the words of ver. 14, and the proof which is given in ver. 16 goes 
back directly to the language of the fourteenth verse. The adjective émiyetoc is 
the direct contrast to dvwdev karepyouévn, while the two following adjectives are 
added as giving further characteristics which belong to the earthly wisdom. 
This adjective éxiyeoc, according to its strict and original meaning, describes 
the wisdom as having its whole existence, its origin and life as it were, on the 
earth. It is not connected with, and does not belong in the sphere of, that 
part of the man which has communication with heaven and the Divine Spirit. 
It is of the vov¢e only, as distinguished from the mvedua, It is WoxXlKh, as 
contrasted with wvevuaricp, belonging to that part of the man, in his intelligent 
life, which is open only to the visible and sensible and earthly. It is what 
Paul calls the wisdom of this age, and to which he alludes in its contrast with 
the higher wisdom which he presents to the full-grown Christians in the 
passage dealing with this subject in the First Epistle to the Corinthians. 
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James, however, adds another descriptive word, dacuoviddyc, demon-like, devilish, 
because he has prominently in mind, as Paul has not in the passage referred 
to, the evil spirit which is connected with this wisdom, and which manifests 
itself in jealousy and selfish factiousness. Beyschlag thinks the word does not 
mean so much as devilish, which would be s:aBoAx#, —6. The making promi- 
nent of dxaracraoia in ver. 16 is evidently connected with the manifestation of 
this among those to whom he was writing. This word denotes an unstable 
and unsettled condition, and may mean more or less in this line of thought, 
according to the circumstances or demands of the individual case. Thus in 
1 Cor. xiv. 38, its use is suggested by a disorderly condition which might arise 
in the church meetings, from the too-abundant exercise of the gift of tongues, 
without accompanying interpretation; while in Luke xxi. 9, it refers to the 
commotions connected with tumults and wars. Here the reference is to that 
which underlies the thought of the whole chapter.—‘7. The wisdom from 
above is described by a succession of words, the main pointing of which is in 
the direction opposite to dxaracracia, (doc mixpoc, éprbeia, It is first described as 
ayvj. This word, at least in its N. T. use, seems, as Trench remarks, to move 
along a somewhat different line from dyoc, which is a kindred word, and to 
have in it the idea of purity, rather than of separation and thus consecration 
to God. The heavenly wisdom is pure in the large and full sense, it is free from 
all that is impure, it is the source of every good thing, not every evil. This is 
its first and fundamental characteristic. Then it is eioyvi«7, as Grimm renders 
the word, peaceable, pacific, loving peace; émexyjc, gentle, having a sweet 
reasonableness; ebmed7c¢, pliant or compliant, easy to be persuaded, not disposed 
to contend persistently; ueor7 édéove nal Kapnav ayadov, full of mercy or com- 
passionate feeling and good fruits. The suggestion of compassionate feeling 
seems to be by way of contrast to the jealousy, etc., which is the fruit of the 
other kind of wisdom. «avcéxpiro¢; this word is rendered by R. V. text, without 
variance, and by R. V. marg., in two ways, either without doubtfulness, or 
without partiality. The decision as to the meaning is difficult, but the choice 
seems to lie between the first and second meaning mentioned. The preceding 
words are favorable to the first view, the following word to the second. The 
first view seems on the whole to be preferable, becanse of the general thought 
which apparently occupies the writer’s mind. dvumoxperoc, without hypocrisy; 
this final word marks the wisdom as free from all that pretence and falseness 
which characterize those who have an empty, dead faith, etc., and who have 
been already referred to. —8. S:xatoovvyc¢ is here used in its ordinary, not in its 
peculiar Pauline sense, and the genitive is appositional. This view of the 
word, which is favored by Huther and others, accords best with the whole 
course of thought in the passage. The fruit which springs from the sowing 
in character and life is a fruit of right living, when it is sown in the sphere of 
peace, in the way and spirit of peace, and such fruit results for those who make 
peace. 
VII. 


CHAPTER IV. 
Vv. 1-12. 


1. There is a certain abruptness in the opening of this chapter, and yet 
evidently a connection between it and that which immediately precedes. The 
idea of peace, as related to and the result of the wisdom from above, in con- 
trast with the bitterness, etc., springing from the earthly wisdom, suggests 
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the abrupt and even indignant expressions which now follow. The wars and 
fightings refer, no doubt, to violent and unseemly contendings among them- 
selves; but the passage has such a vehemence of denunciatory rebuke, that we 
may believe its expressions to have a rhetorical strength which the writer did 
not measure by the literal facts. So when he uses the word govevere, and speaks 
of the readers as [adulterers and] adulteresses. The connection of sin, as it 
outwardly displays itself, with the desire and inward movement of the heart, are 
set forth as in chap. 1.—2. The word 766vuv seems to be used in the sense of 
desires for pleasure (see ver. 3), and is substituted for émévuiwv, because the 
writer has the idea of ver. 3 especially in mind. These desires for pleasures 
war (Alf. says, campaign, have their camp, and, as it were, forage about; and 
this is not improbably the sense of the word as here employed) in your 
members. The following three sentences present the condition into which 
these desires for pleasures bring men; the going-out of desire without gaining 
possession of what is desired; then, the whole series of evil desires and acts, 
from envy or jealousy up to murder; and then, the fighting and warring which 
characterize and make up the life of a community full of bitter jealousy and 
the factious spirit. Having thus set forth the condition, the writer gives the 
reason why they do not have the things which may give them satisfaction, 
namely, because they do not ask of God except for the purpose of expending 
upon their pleasures what they would wish to receive. —3. The reading 
poryanridec, as against muotxol kat porxadidec, is so strongly supported that it is 
probably to be accepted. If so, the feminine form is used, as we may believe, 
because of the relation of the church to God, as presented many times in the 
O. T. The members of the church are conceived of as, in a sense, sustaining 
this same relation, Beyschlag also holds that the word refers to the individual 
members of the church. The explanatory marginal note added in A. R. VY. 
gives, accordingly, the true sense, and is helpful to the common reader: ‘‘ That 
is, who break your marriage vow to God.” —4. Know ye not, ete. (ver. 4), — 
This confident inquiry which is equivalent, as in similar cases in the Pauline 
Epistles, to an emphatic affirmation of the fact, presses upon the thought of 
the readers, that, if they desire and act after this manner, they cannot expect to 
receive any thing from God. The genitives coowov and deod express an objective 
relation. The verb é30vA70n is the word minded of the English version, and 
denotes the inclination and disposition as turned in a certain direction. 
kafiorara is evidently parallel with éo7vy in this verse, and certainly approxi- 
mates most closely to it in meaning. The centering of the life in the will, the 
disposition and inclination of the whole inner man, is indicated in this place, 
as it is in many parts of the N, T. This is the N. T. doctrine. The friendship 
of the world is enmity to God; whoever therefore has his mind set in the 
direction of the world is placed by that very fact in the condition of an 
enemy of God; he is constituted such by the action of his own will and 
purpose; he becomes such ipso facto, and thus is such. Beyschlag holds that 
here and in Rom. v. 19, «adiorara: = éori, as not unfrequently in classic Greek. 
—5. Or:—this 7 is like that which we find often in Paul’s writings, and intro- 
duces the following sentence, which is put in the form of a question, as the 
only supposition possible, unless the preceding one is admitted; the question 
implying that they cannot hold this supposition. The force of these verses, 
therefore, is as follows: Whoever... maketh himself an enemy of God. 
This you must admit, or you must suppose that the Scripture speaks in vain 
when it says what is in ver. 5b. But this you cannot suppose. 


t 
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6. The words of ver. 5b are regarded as a question, according to the render- 
ing of R. V. text. The exact meaning and translation of this part of ver. 5 are 
“uncertain, but the second marginal rendering of R. V. gives that which seems, 
_ not improbably, to present the true sense : That Spirit which He made to dwell 
in us yearneth for us even unto jealous envy. If this is correct, the idea of the 
sentence is in harmony with the context, and with the peculiar construction 
with 7. Since the Spirit which God makes to dwell in us longs for us even unto 
jealous envy, it must be that the man who is minded to be a friend of the world 
will be an enemy of God. — The first marginal rendering of R. V. is that which 
Huther prefers, and no serious objection can be urged against it: The spirit 
which He made to dwell in us, He yearneth for even unto jealous envy. In this 
case, the subject of the two sentences, 5b and 6a,.is the same; and in this fact 
an argument may perhaps be found for this view of 5b.—7. The view which 
holds that A¢gyec of ver. 5 means says, not speaks, and that the mpd¢ o06vov, «.7.A., 
depends on it, is the simplest and best, —the explanation being that the writer 
gives first the substance of the idea of what the O. T. says, and then makes a 
particular citation in ver. 6b as supporting the statement of ver. 6a.—8. But 
he gives greater grace, i.e., greater because of, and in proportion to, this jealous 
envy. Wherefore, i.e., it is on account of the fact stated, that the O. T. uses 
the language quoted. God gives grace, because of His desire and longing unto 
jealous envy, to those whom he loves; but, for the same reason, He resists the 
proud, His enemies, those who are minded to be friends of the world. These 
verses thus support and strengthen that which underlies the suggestions of 
ver. 1 ff. 

9. Ver. 7 (ovv) draws the conclusion from the preceding context in the form | 
of exhortations. In the first two of these exhortations there is, in a certain 
sense, a corresponding positive and negative, which are in the immediate line 
of the preceding thought and expressions. They should submit themselves to 
God, and thus, in the exercise of the humility just alluded to in the O. T. quo- 
tation, place themselves in accord with God’s yearning desire, and should resist 
the Devil, the prince of the world, under whose dominion they would come by 
turning towards friendship with the world. -Such resistance will be successful, 
for the very reason that to those who submit to God He gives a grace propor- 
tioned to His desire for them. To the exhortation to resist the Devil, is added 
the assurance that they will be successful in their effort, —he will flee from 
them; while on the other hand, to the exhortation to submit themselves to God, 
which is now put in another form, though in substance it is the same thing, is 
joined the promise that the corresponding blessing will come: draw near to Him, 
and He will draw near to you. The positive and negative sides of the first and 
fundamental exhortation are presented in vy. 7, 8a. In ver. 8b we find an exhor- 
tation to that which is an essential accompaniment or antecedent of drawing 
near to God. ‘This is addressed to sinners and to those who have a double soul 
or mind, as it were, divided between God and the world. Apparently, the 
writer addresses the Christian readers thus because of their non-conformity to 
the duties and requirements of their Christian profession, as indicated in the 
preceding part of the Epistle. —10. The exhortations in ver. 9 set forth what is 
necessary with reference to past conduct, as connected with the cleansing, etc., 
mentioned in ver. 8b. These, again, are expressed in the same vigorous, strong 
language which characterizes the Epistle throughout: Be wretched, and mourn 
and weep; let your laughter be turned, etc. — The word karfdeva, not found else- 
where in the N. T., is compounded of «ava with the sense of downward, and ra 
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dan, the eyes, —with downcast eyes; and carries with it the idea of humiliation, 
i.e., the feeling of humiliation. — The final exhortation returns to the one at the 
beginning, and expresses distinctly what is there put in the form of submission, 
—humble yourselves in the sight of the Lord; and then the promise is, in sub- 
stance, renewed: and He shall exalt you. xvpiov is to be regarded, with Huther, 
as referring to God, not Christ, because of the reference to God throughout the 
immediate context. 

11. To these exhortations, which move along the line of the main thought 
of the chapter thus far, and bring it to its end, the writer now appends a new 
exhortation, not to speak against one another. The connection here is some- 
what uncertain. Possibly, there is a return to the general thought of conten-. 
tions, etc., at the end of chap. iii. and beginning of chap. iv.; possibly, he 
reminds them that, even in reference to the desires for worldly things, they 
should not be too ready to condemn one another. The speaking against in- 
volves a censorious judgment. The reason given for the exhortation is akin to 
that suggested by Paul in Rom. xiv. 4, where the words correspond substantially 
with those in ver. 12b of this chapter. James, however, first introduces the 
statements of ver. 1lbc. The one who speaks against a brother speaks against 
and judges the law. The law here referred to is the law of love, —that is, either 
the Christian law itself, or the O. T. law which is fulfilled and filled out in its 
complete meaning, so far as duties to one another are concerned, by the loving 
one’s neighbor as one’s self. —12. The view of Huther respecting ver. lle is to 
be regarded as correct. The man who judges the law puts himself in a position 
above the law, and instead of doing what it requires, which is his duty as a man, 
he becomes a judge in and of himself, usurping thus a function which does not 
belong to him. This function of judge appertains to Him alone who is the law- 
giver, and who is able to assign the destiny of men. The words 6 dvvduevoc, 
«7.2, in the construction of the sentence, belong to the subject, being apposi- 
tional to and explanatory of ec. The last words of ver. 12, as following these, 
press the impropriety of such judgment of one another very emphatically. 


IX. 
CHAPTER IV. 13—CHAPTER V. 6. 
Vv. 13-17. 


1. These verses seem to form one section of the Epistle, which is divided by 
the close of chap. iv. into two sub-sections. These two sub-sections have refer- 
ence, the first to the presumptuous confidence in the certainty of future oppor- 
tunities for work and success which those devoted to worldly gain seem often to 
have; and the second, to the oppressions, etc., of selfish rich men, upon whom a 
woe is denounced. The connection of this passage with what precedes seems 
less evident than in the case of former passages; but the thought may be re- 
garded as following along the general line of the exhortation not to love the 
world, or the things of the world. Whether the rich here alluded to are those 
in the church, or outside of it, is a question of some difficulty. Huther takes 
the latter view. This harmonizes with the probable reference of TAobouoc, in 
chap. ii., and is favored by the fact that the language which the writer uses 
appears almost too strong for any proper application to Christians. At the 
same time, the Epistle is addressed to Christians, and it would seem that some 
application to them must be intended. Perhaps the true view is that the writer 
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is addressing professedly Christian rich men, but with the vigorous and denun- " 
ciatory language which characterizes him, and which is due to his abhorrence 
of all worldliness, and his deep sense of its inconsistency with the righteousness 
of true Christian living. If this be not the correct view, we may believe that he 
intends, while warning the worldly rich, to apply the same admonition to the 
Christian readers, so far as any of them may be led away to the same actions 
and wrong-doing.— 2. The phrase dye viv arrests attention, and demands the 
thought of the persons addressed upon the subject presented. The repetition 
of this phrase in v. 1, inasmuch as-it is used nowhere else, seems, as Huther 
also suggests, to indicate a close union between the two sub-sections; and per- 
haps, also, it indicates that the movement of the writer’s thought, even from the 
beginning of iv. 13, is towards the xAaicare of v. 1, and the declarations which 
follow in the subsequent verses. —3. The view of Huther with respect to rAvde, 
with which R. V. and some other commentators, as well as Buttmann (N. T. 
Gram.), agree, is in all probability correct. The sentence in which this word 
occurs may be supposed to contain the very words which the men referred to 
would use: having a particular city in mind, they would naturally speak of it 
as this city. 

4. Westcott and Hort adopt the reading which omits 7é before ri¢ abpiov and 
yap following muia. The meaning thus becomes, You know not of what sort the 
life of the morrow will be ; i.e., what will be your condition and circumstances. 
The other reading, which separates toia from 7c abpiov, gives to the sentence 
more of that nervous force which belongs to this author, and brings out more 
distinctly the uncertainty of life. The ydép following ‘moia is probably to be 
omitted. In the following clause, éore is supported by the best authorities. 
What sort of thing is your life? A thing full of uncertainty, for you are a 
vapor, appearing for a little time and then vanishing away. That this is the 
true sense of the passage, is also indicated by ver. 15, which is founded upon 
what is implied in rota 7 o7 iuov.—5, The particle viv, in ver. 16, seems to be 
equivalent to: as the case now stands; as the fact of the case is. The word dda- 
Goveiatc denotes the confident boasting and assurance which belong to such pre- 
sumptuous planning and action. as that which has been referred to. All glorying 
in such presumptuousness is wicked. Thus far, he has only called attention to 
and rebuked this disregard of God, with reference to the question of the continu- 
‘ance of life. —6.. Ver. 17 evidently contains in its words a general statement; 
but by reason of its position at the end of one part of a section of the Epistle, it 
must have a particular application to the matter referred to in the verses imme- 
diately preceding. The meaning of the verse, therefore, as here introduced, 
must be, that, inasmuch as they knew what was right in this matter of the 
uncertainty of the future, and yet, notwithstanding this knowledge, acted as 
they did, they were guilty of actual sin. This verse is introduced by otv as a 
conclusion from what goes before. This conclusion-element in the sentence 
seems to belong to the special application, rather than the general truth. The 
general truth can hardly be supposed to result as an inference from what has 
been here said about their thoughtlessness and presumptuousness as to the un- 
certainty of life. The special application, on the other hand, results naturally, 
and the sentence, as such an inference, becomes an impressive rebuke of their 
sin. In this way, also, the verse becomes a kind of transition passage, carrying 
the thought over to the severer rebuke and denunciation which fill the opening 
verses of the following chapter. 
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xX. 
CHAPTER V. 
Vv. 1-6. 


4, The address now turns to the rich. These are either the same persons 
with those addressed in iv. 18, only speaking of them in another light, or a 
portion of the class there mentioned who had acquired wealth. It would seem 
from the severity of the language here used, as well as from certain individual 
expressions in vv. 4-6, that the writer has in mind persons who were not merely 
trading, etc., with presumptuous disregard of the possibility of the ending of 
life, or of the power of God over their lives, but were also guilty of oppression, 
and other acts of injustice, towards the poor. The passage is denunciatory of 
judgment. Precisely what the judgment here referred to is, may be questioned, 
— whether the expressions give a figurative presentation of the final condemna- 
tion which will come upon them from God, or whether, on the other hand, they 
refer to the calamities which were expected immediately to precede the second 
coming of the Lord, or, if the Epistle was written before that event, those which 
were realized in connection with the destruction of Jerusalem. —8. The simi- 
larity of this passage in its general style to some of the denunciatory passages 
in the O. T. prophetic writings will not fail to be noticed. The writer of this 
Epistle evidently resembled the prophets in character. His words here rise into 
the poetic region of the prophetic books, and our interpretation of them is 
doubtless to be affected by this fact. The language used, however, plainly indi- 
cates great calamities impending in the way of Divine judgment, in view of 
which they might well do what he calls upon them to do, namely, weep and 
howl for the miseries that were just before them. The present participle 
éxepxoutvatc, as well as the expressions, in the last days, ver. 3, and, Be patient 
until the coming of the Lord, implies the nearness of the things to which he 
refers, and the two last-mentioned expressions show that they were those 
which preceded the Lord’s coming. 

9. The things mentioned in vv. 2, 3, are the calamities or the results of the 
calamities. Their riches waste away and are destroyed, and this destruction 
will be a testimony of the destruction which awaits themselves. The connec- 
tion of w¢ rip with the following words, which is favored by Westcott and Hort,” 
seems much less simple and natural than the connection with what precedes. 
The latter view of the sentences is adopted by R. V., A. V., and most of the 
recent interpreters. The references to O. T. passages, which Huther makes in 
his note, are sufficient to establish the probability of this view. —10. The ex- 
pression, You are laying up treasures in the last days, is apparently to be under- 
stood as meaning that they were doing that which was unsuitable and wrong: 
it was the time for repentance, and taking heed to the commands of God. — 
11. From this reference to the destruction and worthlessness of their riches in 
the times of judgment, the writer turns to the setting-forth of some of the 
wrongs or sins of which they were guilty, and which would bring the judgment 
as their result. Mention is made of three of these, as Huther remarks in his 
notes; namely, injustice and oppression as related to the laborers employed by 
them, their wanton luxury and self-indulgence, and their condemnation of the 
righteous. The first two of these points stand in contrast to each other. The 
third has reference apparently to another subject, their treatment of the right- 
eous servants of God; and by reason of the words of the seventh verse, we ace 
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believe that some of the Christian readers may have been sufferers from this 
treatment. —12. The view of Huther, which makes a certain kind of parallelism 
between in the last days (ver. 3), and in the day of slaughter (ver. 5), and thus 
refers the latter to the time of the Divine judgment, appears, on the whole, to 
be the correct view. —13. The expression rdv dixaov is undoubtedly the singular, 
individualizing, as we may say, the plural. This use of the singular is in 
accordance with the style of the passage, —the denunciatory and prophetico- 
poetic style. An especial emphasis is gained by this individualization. The 
language here used might fitly be employed as describing the experience of 
Christ; but the definiteness of the application of all the other phrases in these 
verses to the particular rich men whom the writer has in mind, and the exhor- 
tation of the following verse, which is addressed to the particular Christian 
readers to whom the letter is written, show that it does not refer to Him. 


XI. 
Vy. 7-12. 


1. This passage contains (vy. 7-11) an exhortation to patience, which is 
drawn as an inference or conclusion (ovv) from the verses which precede. 
These verses present the idea of the condemnatory judgment of God against the 
rich oppressors as speedily approaching. In the last clause of the sixth verse, 
the idea of the non-resistance of the righteous who suffer from the oppressions 
and persecutions is presented. The exhortation, however, passes beyond the 
limits of these particular evils, to all the trials and sufferings to which, as 
Christians, they were at that time exposed, and urges the readers to endure 
them patiently, and also, bravely to persevere until the coming of the Lord. 
This is urged upon them by the example of the tiller of the soil, who watches 
for the growth of the seed which he has planted, and waits patiently for the 
two seasons of rain, In the same way as he exercises patience, the readers 
should have it, steadfastly enduring until the end; and they should strengthen 
and establish their hearts in confidence, because the coming of the Lord (has 
drawn near) is near at hand. This repeated reference to the nearness of the 
coming of the Lord, and the striking distinctness of the language used, make 
this passage one of the prominent ones in the N. T., as bearing upon the 
question of the view of the apostolic writers as to the time of that event. It 
must be admitted that it would seem strange to exhort the members. of a 
Christian church, in our day, to have patient endurance, with respect to the 
trials befalling them, until the parousia, the coming of the Lord. The 
ordinary preacher does not regard that event as near enough to make it 
natural for him to employ such language. The question, which is one of 
much interest, must be determined by a careful and candid examination of 
each passage in which reference is made to the subject, and by a comparison 
of what are in this way discovered to be the views and expectations of the 
several N. T. writers. It is clear, from the declaration made by Christ in Acts 
i. 7, that the exact time of the coming was not revealed to the disciples. How 
early they placed it, can only be decided by what they say, and the general tenor 
of their teaching on the subject. 

2. The verb ornpigate expresses, in substance, the opposite or affirmative, 
which corresponds with the pakpobvujoare, as setting forth the more negative 
side of the same idea. They should endure with patience until the coming of 
the Lord, and should establish their hearts in strength and confidence because 
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it was at hand. —3. The exhortation of ver. 9, by reason of its position between 
vv. 7, 8, and vv. 10, 11, must be in the line of thought of all these verses. The 
murmuring against one another, referred to, is apparently an unfavorable judg- 
ment or accusation of which the Christian readers were guilty in their relation 
to each other. Huther thinks that this murmuring was the result of an irrita- 
bility towards one another incident to the experience of all in the oppressions of 
the rich. Whether this limitation is to be accepted, is doubtful, though it may 
be suggested by the early verses of the chapter. It would not, however, be out 
of accordance with the custom of the N. T. writers, in such passages, to pass 
from the particular case first mentioned to other cases of a more general char- 
acter. The correspondence of the thought here with that in Matt. vii. 1 is 
noticed by many, and is quite manifest. —4. The expression, “ Behold, the judge 
stands before the doors,” must be understood, in the connection of the verses, as 
involving the idea which is suggested by the last words of ver. 8. The judge is 
Christ. —5. Ver. 10 passes in its thought over ver. 9 to vv. 7, 8, and belongs 
in connection with the idea of the verb paxpoduyety of those verses. The em- 
phatic position of trddecyua is thus accounted for. The example of the prophets 
should influence the readers to endure with patience, as, in another way, the 
waiting of the husbandmen should influence them to the same end. In pre- 
senting this dmddetyua of waxpotuuia, the writer speaks of it also as an example of 
xaxorapiac, the suffering of evil, because it was the enduring patience under sim- 
ilar circumstances or experiences which he would press as the ground of his 
exhortation. The prophets, who are here, no doubt, the prophets of the O. T., 
are spoken of as those of Addnoav év TH ovduate Tod Kvpivv, By these words, the 
writer apparently intends not merely, as Huther holds, to mark them as stand- 
ing opposed to the world, as the readers do, but as persons who were especially 
honored of God by the commission to speak in His name, and yet were subjected 
to the experience of suffering. —6. The text of the best authorities, in ver. 11, 
reads broueivavrac; and this seems the more natural reading in this place, where 
the preceding reference is to the prophets, and the following one is to Job. It 
is of the O. T, examples of patient endurance that the writer speaks. The fact 
that we count these heroic men of the past happy, is a reason why we should 
imitate them in their waxpodvuia and touor7.—7. The case of Job is added as 
the most prominent one in the O, T., in that the story of it fills the entire book | 
bearing his name, and every hearer (7xovoare) of the O. T., as it was read in the 
synagogues, must have been impressed by it. In a peculiar manner also, 
the record of it gave the resultant blessing from God, in connection with which 
the paxupiouog which we utter is pronounced. The word érouov7 here, as in all 
other places, means more than patience: it carries in it the idea of steadfast 
endurance under, and notwithstanding, all trials or sufferings. —8. The end of 
the Lord is to be understood, with Huther, as the end which God gave him 
after, and as the result of, his patient endurance. The question as to whether 
eidere or idere is the true reading, is one of some difficulty, owing to the nearly 
equal weight of external authorities on both sides. The most simple way of 
understanding the sentence, however, would seem to be that which makes the 
whole a reference to the knowledge or conviction connected with the case of 
Job ; and, if this be the case, eidere (corresponding with qxovoate) and the union 
of this verb with the preceding words, would appear to be the most probable 
text and construction of the sentence. The particle 67 is to be understood as 
meaning that or how that. This explanation accords with the rendering of the 
sentence which is givenin R. VY. The verb éorvv of the last clause of the verse 
is the propositional present. 
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9. The tenth verse properly forms a paragraph in itself, and introduces a 
new subject. The phrase 7pd zévtwv presents the exhortation with respect to 
swearing as one which the writer would especially impress upon his readers. 
Whether these words, however, can be pressed so far as to involve the idea’ that 
the writer would insist upon this as the first and most urgent exhortation of 
the whole Epistle, may be questioned. —10. The similarity of this verse to 
Matt. v. 34-386 is very striking, and is noticeable in several points: (a) ua 
duviere (James), “7? dudcar bAwc (Matthew); (b) neither by heaven, nor by the 
earth (James and Matthew); nor by any other oath (James); nor by Jerusalem, 
nor by thy head, giving examples of other oaths (Matthew); 7Tw dé duav 7d vai, 
val, kai 76 od, ob (James); éoTw dé 6 Adyog vuay val vai, od ob (Matthew). There 
can scarcely be a doubt that James bases his language here on that of Jesus. 
The same question arises here as in Matthew, whether the intention is to 
prohibit all oaths, or only the oaths which were frequent in daily conversation. 
It will be observed that in both cases (Matthew and James), the swearing 
by God is not mentioned, unless — which seems improbable— it is included by 
James under the phrase by any other oath. It will also be observed that the 
passage in Matthew indicates a feeling of the solemnity of an oath by God on 
the part of the Jews, which might naturally exclude this from the oaths 
referred to and prohibited. The fact that solemn asseverations are added to 
simple assertions by the N. T. writers themselves, at times, may also indicate 
that an absolute prohibition of every thing beyond the mere yea and nay was 
not intended. At the same time, in the perfected state of the Divine kingdom, 
it can hardly be supposed that oaths will be known; and laws such as those in 
Matt. v., which are expressive of the inmost principles of the Divine govern- 
ment, set forth what is according to the standard of that perfected state. The 
question is certainly one of no inconsiderable difficulty. The view of Meyer, 
Bleek, etc., is that Christ’s prohibition is absolute and universal; and with them 
Beyschlag seems to agree substantially, so far as the universality of the prohi- 
bition is concerned. These writers (Meyer, Bleek, etc.) hold that it has reference 
to the ideal state of His kingdom, ‘‘ while in the present incomplete temporal 
condition of Christianity, as well as in the relation to the world in which it is 
placed, and to the existing relations to public law to which it conforms itself, 
the oath has its necessary indeed, but conditional and temporary, existence.” 
It would seem that James must be speaking with a more particular reference to 
practical evils surrounding him, and not so much from the standpoint of the 
ideal state of the kingdom, and that he therefore has in mind the oaths used 
in ordinary life and conversation. —11. As for the construction of 76 vai, val, 
«,7.4,, in this verse in James, it is certainly possible to take the sentence either 
as R. V. text or as R. V. margin has it: either, let your yea be yea, and your 
nay, nay; or, let yours be the yea, yea, and the nay, nay. Westcott and Hort 
apparently understand the. words in the latter way. If the latter view be 
adopted, the correspondence with Matthew is closer than it is on the other 
explanation; but, taken in the former way, the difference between James’s 
sentence and Christ’s, as given by Matthew, belongs rather to the accidents, 
than to the essentials of the prohibition. Perhaps the best explanation is that 
given by R. V. marg., and the article may refer to the well-known expression, 
yea, yea, nay, nay, in the Sermon on the Mount. —12. The clause wa... 
méontre is not found in Christ’s words, but it expresses what may be easily 
inferred from them. The judgment here referred to is the condemnatory 
judgment of God. 
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XII. 
Vv. 13-20. 


1. These closing verses of the Epistle call the attention of the readers to 
several points which have no immediate connection with ver. 12, or with the 
verses which precede that verse. ‘Their connection with one another, it may 
be added, is not very close and immediate. The first exhortations have 
reference to the opposite experiences of suffering or sickness, and of joy or 
gladness. Both in suffering and joy the expression of the heart is to be 
directed towards God, either in prayer or the singing of psalms. Then the 
words turn to the case of sickness, Here the elders are to be called in, 
apparently as connecting the earnest desire of the church with that of the sick 
person. The prayers of the elders are regarded as the efficacious element in 
the case (ver. 15); how far the anointing with oil is looked upon as having 
healing power, is not made clear. The assurance of healing is given in an 
absolute way; but all such sentences with regard to the removal of physical 
evils, etc., need to be interpreted with a constant remembrance of the suprem- 
acy of the will and wisdom of God. The word save is almost certainly to be 
taken, with Huther, in the sense of: will lead to his recovery from the sickness. 
This is indicated by the following clause: the Lord will raise him up, as well 
as by the fact that the forgiveness is spoken of, in the closing sentence of the 
verse, as if a distinct thing. —2. odv of ver. 16 makes this verse a conclusion, or 
inference, drawn from the preceding. Neander says that as James ‘‘ regards 
the presbyters in the light of organs of the church, so he holds all other 
Christians in such a relation, as members of one body, that they should 
mutually pray for one another in bodily and spiritual need, should confess 
their sins to one another, and pray for the forgiveness of each other’s sins.’ 
The close connection of this verse with ver. 15 seems to make it probable that 
Huther was right in his earlier editions of his commentary, in making /adjre 
refer to the healing of physical maladies, but it is possible that the author of 
the Epistle means to give this word a wider range of meaning. —3, R. V. agrees 
with Huther in translating évepyovuévy (ver. 17), in its working. The example 
of Elijah is introduced, as is that of Job a few verses earlier, and also that of 
the prophets, because it was an instance of the remarkable power of prayer 
which occurred in the history of one of the great characters of the O. T. 
times, and was well known to all from the reading of the O. T. in the 
synagogues. The explanation of the difference in the counting of time between 
James and the O. T., referred to by Huther as favored by Benson, would seem, 
on the whole, to be a satisfactory one. It is evident, at all events, that Luke 
(iv. 25) and James have the same statement as to the time, and we may believe 
that, in some way, the three years and a half were recognized, at this period, as 
the interval in question, The error, if it be such, is not at all vital to the point 
here in hand. What Huther has to say, in his note, respecting the twofold 
prayer of Elijah, is sufficient to meet any difficulty that may be suggested. — 
4, The final exhortation of the Epistle has reference, apparently, to the Christian 
brother who has been led astray from the truth. This is indicated by é» buiv, 
and its position in the sentence. The connection with the general exhortation 
to pray for one anotheris thus natural, and the words are in the same line of 
brotherly love. — The multitude of sins covered in the case supposed are those 
of the one who is restored from his wanderings. — The closing of the Epistle 
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with these words seems abrupt, but is perhaps such as we might have looked for, 
from the character of the writer, as we see it manifested in the whole course 
of the letter. It is an abruptness which leaves the reader with an urgent 
bidding to help and to save. 


THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER. 


XIII. 
CHAPTER I. 
ViVi 2s 


1. The general characteristics of the salutation correspond with those of 
Paul’s Epistles; yet there are certain peculiarities, as, indeed, there are in the 
different letters of that apostle. The correspondence in phraseology with what 
is found in the Pauline Epistles is in many places in this Epistle noticeable 
and striking; and there is considerable evidence in connection with this fact to 
show that Peter may have been a reader of some of those Epistles, and have 
been affected in his own writing by them.—2. The persons addressed are 
evidently Christians (é«Aexroic), and Christians living in Gentile regions where 
the Jews were scattered. That the readers were not wholly of the Jewish- 
Christian body, is indicated by several passages in the Epistle (e.g., i. 14, ii. 10); 
but it would seem probable that they were partly or mainly such, and that they 
may be described as they are, because they were in places whither Jews had 
gone forth from their own land, and where they had found a dwelling-place. 
They are described also as naperidnuot, that is, persons who come from another 
country to a particular region to dwell there beside the natives of the region. 
They are looked upon thus as strangers in the districts alluded to, belonging to 
the class who had gone thither from Palestine, and were Christian converts. 
—3. The word éxdexroic is defined and further developed in its idea by three 
phrases: (a) xa7d mpdyvwov Oeov marpoc, the election was in accordance with the 
foreknowledge of God the Father; the word mpoyvwow denoting foreknowledge, 
and carrying back the choice of these persons to be recipients of the great 
Divine blessing to that foreknowledge of God, which, in the order of thought, 
preceded His pre-determining purpose and decree. —(b) é¥ dy:aoue mveiparoc, 
the election moved, so to speak, to its result in the sphere of sanctification 
which comes from the Holy Spirit. — (c)ei¢ baaxoyy nat pactiouodv aiuarog I. X., 
the end in view of the election was obedience and sprinkling, ete. The obedi- 
ence here spoken of seems to indicate the moral side of the Christian life, the 
result of faith as it works through love, and the sprinkling, etc., to the side of 
Divine forgiveness and the cleansing power of the blood of Christ. The two 
things together make up the full idea of the Christian life as viewed on the 
subjective and objective side. —4. The last sentence of ver. 2 introduces the 
word tAjdvvdein, which we do not find in the Pauline salutations. As Huther 
remarks, however, this word occurs in 2 Pet. i. 2, and Jude 2, and it may 
perhaps be suggestive as to the relations of the three Epistles to one another, 
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XIV. 
Vv. 3-12. 


1. The opening words of ver. 3 are found in Eph. i. 8, with a similar con- 
struction of 6 with a past participle following immediately afterwards. Paul, 
however, turns the thought of the reader, in connection with the ascription of 
praise, especially towards the choice and fore-ordination of God, which Peter has 
alluded to in his words of salutation. Peter directs his attention rather to hope 
and the future inheritance, as connected particularly with the resurrection of 
Christ from the dead. God is spoken of as haping begotten us again to a living 
hope, etc., by which the apostle seems to mean that the new life into which we 
are brought by the Divine influence, so far as it moves out into the sphere of 
hope of the future blessedness in heaven, is made a real experience to us by 
means of ,the resurrection of Christ. The hope is called living, because it “* has 
vital power in itself, and exerts the same upon the soul” (Thayer’s Grimm’s 
Lex.).— 2. The preposition ec, at the beginning of ver. 4, is, in a certain sense, 
parallel with the same preposition in ver. 3, and ina certain sense it is not. 
Grammatically, and in the construction of the long sentence, it is so; but in the 
thought, the hope looks forward to the inheritance, and we are begotten of God 
to a hope which is realized finally in the actual possession of the inheritance. — 
8. The verb t7pé seems to.be used here in the sense of dmoxeuae in Col. i. 5, 
2 Tim. iv. 8. The inheritance is kept in reserve in heaven during the period of 
hope. Huther holds that the perfect participle here suggests the idea of the 
nearness of the time when the inheritance will be received, but. this may be 
pressing the force of the tense too far.—4. The word ¢povpovuevove is used in 
Gal. iii. 23 of those who were kept in ward, in a kind of guardianship, until the 
faith-system should be fully revealed. The condition under the law was pre- 
paratory and educational with reference to the gospel. Here the idea seems - 
rather to be that of preservation by being guarded, and thus protected from 
dangers and disaster, with a view to, and until the attainment of, the blessing 
designed for us in the future. The word is the same as that which is used by 
Paul of the guarding of the city of Damascus to prevent his escape. The foun- 
dation meaning is the same in all cases, but the peculiar shade of meaning or 
the special application is determined by the context. The guarding takes place 
in the sphere of God’s power: it is accomplished by the exercise of that power. 
It is accomplished also by means of faith, in that faith in the person guarded is 
that by means of which God is able, in accordance with His plan of salvation, 
to keep him safe until the end. —5. The preposition ei¢ before owrtypiuv carries 
with it, perhaps, both the idea of for and until; or it may mean with reference 
to, leaving the idea of until to be suggested by the sentence as a whole. A 
salvation (R. V.), rather than salvation (A. V.), is to be understood as the 
meaning of owrypiav, The phrase ready to be revealed answers to the idea of 
the participle reserved (ver. 4). 

6. The phrase év kaip@ éovaTrw evidently refers to the time of the final realiza- 
tion of salvation; that is, the time of the ending of the world, and of the second 
coming of Christ. The ending of the aidv oitoc was to be followed by the 
entrance of the saints upon the consummated blessedness of the kingdom. —7. 
The question as to the reference of the relative } of ver. 6, as it seems to the 
writer of this note, is to be determined in connection with that respecting the 
present or future sense of dyadjudode, If the verb is to be regarded as a present, 
the relative more naturally refers to the thought of the preceding sentence; but 
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if the verb has a future sense, ¢ refers most probably to éoyérw xaipd. That the 
verb is a future in sense, or, rather, the present carried forward to the future 
standpoint, is not certain; but this seems, on the whole, to be the most probable 
Supposition. It is certainly more difficult to explain the aorist participle Avm7- 
dévrec, the use of apr, the participles Kousuevor (ver. 9) and dedogacpévy (ver. 8), 
if the verb has the full present sense in this verse and ver. 8, than if it is the 
present as of afuture time. If 6 refers to KaipO éoxarTw, this carrying forward 
of the present in ver. 6 is somewhat easily accounted for: and yet it must be 
admitted, that in both verses a future tense would be more natural if the 
intended meaning were future; and in ver. 8, the immediate connection be- 
tween dyandre, which is an undoubted present in signification, and dyaAduiobe, 
furnishes an argument of considerable force for the present sense in the case of 
the latter verb. The confidence with which some writers affirm the future sense 
passes beyond the state of the arguments on the two sides. At the most, there 
is but a certain greater measure of probability in favor of this view. —If dyaAAu- 
aoe of ver. 6 is to be taken as the ordinary present, the aorist Avrydévrec is best 
explained as referring to an actual experience of trial and temptation which had 
befallen the readers in the past, and out of which they had now come. In this 
case, év 3 is best translated wherein, referring to the words, a salvation, etc., of 
the preceding verse. —8. On the word Jdoxiuiov, see Note II. 4, on Jas. i. 3.— 
9. The construction of the adjective toAvriuorepov is somewhat doubtful. Huther 
takes it with etpe7, and the points which he urges against its appositional con- 
nection with 76 doxiwov bucv tHe TioTews are worthy of serious consideration. By 
reason, however, of the position of this adjective and its accompanying words in 
the sentence, and the fact that ei¢ éracvov, x.7,.2., forms a sufficient defining phrase 
for the verb, it seems, on the whole, better to give the adjective the appositional 
relation referred to, as is done by R. V. and A. VY. This apposition is with 
doxijwov grammatically, but in thought it is with the,compound idea approved- 
ness of faith, if this meaning be given to the phrase, or with tiorewc, if doxiuov 
is regarded as meaning proof or proving. More probably the former meaning is 
to be given to dox. t. mor.; and thus approved faith, or tested faith, is declared to 
be a more precious thing than gold that perishes. The force of dé dox¢ualouévov 
is probably not though it is tried by fire, but and, or and yet, etc. The fact that 
gold, a thing which perishes, is tested by fire, is put in comparison with faith; 
and thus is suggested the idea of the naturalness of such testing by trials, and 
even fiery trials, as has been alluded to in the case of the Christian believer. 
The verb evpe07 is equivalent here to be proved or shown to be. [Kiihl holds that 
the meaning of doxiuov is means of testing or proving. He regards the thought 
of the apostle as in substance this: If fire has value as a means of testing, 
because by it gold, which is perishable, is proved to be a precious thing; much 
more value must the Atéma: or sufferings have as a means of testing, inasmuch 
as by them faith, an imperishable thing, is proved to be real faith.] 

10. The apparent parallelism of dyandre and ayaAdaoe, when we consider 
these verbs in themselves, and in connection with the participles inserted be- 
tween them, constitutes a strong argument for regarding the latter verb as fully 
present in its signification, like the former. The following participles, dedo- 
Eaouévn and xoulouevot, point toward the future sense. The adjective avexdadgrw 
is claimed by Keil to have, as distinguished from dppqry or dAadgry, a meaning 
more suited to describe the future heavenly joy, inexpressible, unspeakable, too 
great to be expressed in human language. In view of these last points, if 
indeed the last of all be admitted, and of the considerations connected with 
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ver, 6, there is a somewhat greater probability that the future sense is to be given 
in both cases to dyadAdode, than that it refers to a present experience. [Kiihl] 
regards the verb dyad/udode, in both verses, as present in signification.] —11. The 
explanation of réAo¢ and owrnpiav given by Huther is correct. The former word 
means that to which faith is directed, that to which it looks and in which it 
ends; the latter, the completed salvation, salvation in its fully realized state in 
eternity, that salvation which is revealed in the last time.—12. The object of 
vv. 10-12 seems to be to set forth with emphasis before the minds of the readers, 
what a glorious and precious thing the assurance of this salvation, as before 
them in the future, is, by calling to their remembrance the earnest searching 
and inquiry of the O. T. prophets with reference to it. The prophets are 
described as having prophesied respecting the grace which ‘‘ was destined for, 
or was to come to, you:’’ that is, the believers of the Christian period, to which 
number the readers of the Epistle belonged. They were thus enlightened as to 
what was to come (the ydpic rod Ocod), though they did not understand it in all 
its fulness. But they were not enlightened as to the time and circumstances, — 
they were searching into the depths of an unsolved and unrevealed problem, 
when they inquired what and what manner of time the Spirit of Christ which 
was in them did point unto, when it testified, etc. The rule of prophecy, as we 
may call it, both in the O. T. and the N. T., was to reveal to the prophet, more 
or less clearly, the matter to which the prophecy had reference, but to conceal 
the time, —both tiva, what it should be, and moiov of what sort, with what 
attendant circumstances, surroundings, etc., ete. This fact may have an impor- 
tant bearing on the question as to whether the apostles may, or may not, in con- 
sistency with the fact of their inspiration, have been under a misapprehension 
with respect to the time of the second coming. We may remember that Jesus 
Himself said to them (Acts i. 6), ‘‘It is not for you to know the times or the 
seasons, which the Father has set within His own authority.’? —13. The expres- 
sion, the Spirit of Christ, as used in this passage, is, like the expression in 1 Cor. 
x. 4, the rock was Christ, an indication that the apostles believed in the pre- 
existence of Christ. —14. The expression ta ei¢ Xprordv radjuara is to be regarded 
as referring to the sufferings which were destined or appointed for Christ Him- 
self, and the glories (plural) correspond with the sufferings. The Spirit testified 
within these prophets, and through them, of these experiences awaiting Christ, 
and He also revealed to them the fact that in their ministration of these things, 
— that is, their fulfilment of the prophetic office in announcing what was made 
known to their minds, — they were doing this work for those who should follow 
in the Christian period. The things which they prophesied are those which 
had been now announced to the readers by the same Holy Spirit, through the 
preachers of the gospel. 


XV. 
Vv, 13-25. 


1, 66, with which this passage opens, refers backward to the general thought 
of the preceding verses. This thought is that of the certainty and assurance of 
the salvation which was ready to be revealed in the last time. In view of this 
thought, the exhortations of the Epistle, which begin at the thirteenth verse, 
are urged, The passage from ver. 3 to ver. 12 is introductory in its character, 
like the introductions of the Pauline Epistles; and, like them, it is opened by 
an ascription of praise to God for His goodness in bestowing the blessing 
which is especially referred to. —2, The exhortations begin with one which 
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urges hope upon the readers (éAnioate). This is the fundamental exhortation 
of the Epistle, as the idea of hope is its fundamental idea. With this verb, 
according to Huther and most commentators, the adverb teAeiwe is to be con- 
nected. This is probably the correct view of the matter, and the exhortation 
is to have a hope which has no intermingling of doubt or fear. Westcott and 
Hort join the adverb with vydovrec; but there seems to be no special reason for 
adding the word to this participle, for being sober, in such a case, necessarily 
carries with itself the idea of being perfectly sober. This participle in the 
present tense indicates that sober-mindedness is to be the permanent abiding 
state in which the fulfilment of the more special exhortation should (aorist 
participle and imperative) take place. The aorist éAzicare, followed by éxi 
with the accusative, is well translated in R. V. by set your hope perfectly on 
the grace, etc. —3. That the view of Huther, with respect to the phrase the 
grace, ete., is correct, is shown by the principal indications of the verse itself, 
and of the preceding context: thus the verb hope, and the expression set 
your hope on, which point to the future; the revelation of Jesus Christ, which 
is the revelation at His second coming; the connection through 66 with the 
preceding verses, which point forward to the future; and the third verse, which 
gives the keynote to the thought of the entire passage which it opens. The 
words xaplv and gepouévyv, which are urged against this view, are reconcilable 
with it in the way suggested by Huther. —4. Ver. 14 introduces a second 
exhortation, subordinate to this first and leading one; an exhortation, the 
development of which is carried forward as far as the end of the twenty-first 
verse. This exhortation is to holiness, They should live, not after their former 
manner before their conversion, but in accordance with that holiness which God 
Himself set before them, and called them to. The passage opens with a call 
upon them to act in this way, because it was befitting that Christians should 
do so, As Christians, they were, and should be, children of obedience, that is, 
persons whose source of character is obedience, whose distinctive characteristic 
this is; and as such persons, they should live after the manner which is indi- 
cated, because this is the command of God. The word svoynuarigouevos is parallel 
with sa7a Tov Kad, . . . dyov, in the way of contrast, and gives the idea of manner; 
but it seems necessary to connect it with yev7byte, or a word suggested by that 
verb, instead of taking it as Huther does. —5. The simplest and most natural 
construction of sata Tov . . . Gytov (ver. 15), is that of R. V. marg., by which 
dywov is regarded as a noun, and xadécavta as a descriptive adjective. This 
construction seems, also, to give the simplest character to the sentence: Like, or 
after the pattern of, the Holy One who called you, do you also become holy, 
etc., because it is written, Ye shall be holy, for I am holy. [Kihl regards 6:6 of 
ver. 13 as referring either to vv. 10-13, or to the whole thought of the preceding 
passage. He agrees with Huther in connecting teAeiwc with éAnicate, With 
respect to gepouévnv he holds a different view from Huther, regarding it as a 
present participle in sense, as well as in form, and taking év droxadtpe in close 
connection with yépu. He thus would not carry forward the thought wholly 
into the future, but would centre it upon the present and permanent manifes- 
tation of grace. ] 

6. Ver. 17 connects with the exhortation of vv. 14-16 another, which seems 
to be subordinate to it, and, strictly speaking, a part of it. The holy manner 
of living involves, in our relation to God, that we should live, during this 
sojourn on earth, in that fear which bears in remembrance the thought of Him 
as an impartial judge. This fear has reference to sin, and thus the exhortation 
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is a part of the general one, to live the holy life. The time of the sojourning is 
mentioned, apparently, with a view to the critical character of it, as relatéd to 
the final result; and perhaps, also, with reference to the brevity of it, as pre- 
ceding the time of judgment.—7. Ver. 18 gives, a reason for the preceding 
exhortation, by reminding the readers of their knowledge that they were 
redeemed from their vain manner of life by the precious blood of Christ. It 
cost the blood of Christ to buy them out of their former way of living ; surely 
they should with holy fear follow the opposite way of living, now that they had 
been called of God. —8. The former manner of life is spoken of as handed 
down from the fathers. This word matponapadérov, and also the word paraiac, 
seem more adapted to describe Gentiles (heathen) than Jews (persons educated 
under the O. T.); but they do not prove that the readers must have been 
Gentiles. —9. The reference in the word lamb (ver. 19) to Isa. liii. 7, supposed 
by Huther, is not improbably the correct reference. This seems to be the 
reference intended in John i. 29. The placing of the words @¢ duvov, k.7.A., 
before the word Xpiorod, seems to give an emphasis both to them and_to it, — 
10. The participle mporyvwcuévov corresponds with the substantive mpoyvwow of 
ver. 1. In both cases, the word is chosen which carries back the fore-ordination 
to the foreknowledge, and the meaning, accordingly, is not fore-ordained, in the 
strictest sense of that word. In the formation of the Divine plan, the mission 
and sacrifice of Christ were foreseen and foreknown, as involved in the plan, 
and. were predetermined in its adoption. This was before the foundation of the 
world, in eternity past; the manifestation of Christ was in the closing period 
of the aidav ovitoc, the end of the times. —11. The manifestation of Christ is 
declared to have been made on account of the readers as believers, and to the 
end that their faith and hope might be in God. At the end of the passage, 
the thought is thus brought back to the point from which the beginning was 
made in ver. 18. Huther agrees with Weiss and others, against the majority 
of commentators, in translating dote 1)v riot buav Kat éArida sic Oedv: so that 
your faith is (may be) at the same time hope in God. If this rendering is 
adopted, — and it would seem not improbable that it should be, —the return to 
the idea of hope, which is that of ver. 13, and the governing one of the Epistle, 
becomes more emphatically marked. [Kiih] remarks that the words redeemed 
from your vain manner of life, etc., do not present the idea of the ransoming 
from guilt by the payment of a price, as elsewhere in the N. T.; but of ran- 
soming from the slavery to sin. The sinful life held the readers as slaves before 
their conversion. Of the word npoeyywouévov, he says that the meaning is, 
foreknown as the one who alone would be qualified to be the Messiah and 
Redeemer. He agrees with Huther in his construction of the clause dare, 
«,T.A., of ver. 21.] 

12. The third exhortation given in vv. 22-25 may also be regarded as, in a 
sense, subordinate to that of ver. 14, which exhorts to holiness; but it is not as 
fully so as is the second one, that of vv. 17-21. The connection with the idea 
of ver. 14 ff. seems to be indicated by the first words of ver. 22. These words 
point to purification through obedience as preparatory to the fulfilment of the 
duty of loving one another. The preposition ee denotes the end in view of 
the purification, this particular end being'mentioned because of the exhorta- 
tion which is to follow. The adverb éxrevéc means, as Alford has it, with the 
energies on the stretch. On this word, and on é« xapdiac, as Huther remarks, 
the chief emphasis lies. —13, The participle dvayeyevynuévor is equivalent to: 
since you are (have been) born again of incorruptible seed. This incorruptible 
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seed is best taken as referring to the spiritual force, the Divine Spirit, which is 
the originating power of the new life. This power works through the word of 
God. The grounds mentioned by Huther, as opposing this view, do not seem 
to be decisive against the general indications of the N. T., that the Holy Spirit 
is the origin of the spiritual life. The word of God, which here means the 
gospel, is spoken of as living and abiding, as, in the O. T. citation, it is said 
to abide forever. The force of these words is indicated by the contrast set 
forth in the cited passage. They suggest the permanent and ever-continuing 
energy of that power by means of which the Spirit brings about the new life in 
the soul. [Kuhl regards ver. 22 as beginning a new section which extends as far 
as ii. 10, the thought of ver. 22 being resumed in ii. 1, after the long quotation 
from the O. T. He assents to Huther’s view, that the seed refers to the word of 
God, and not to the Spirit. He holds, with Huther, that é«reva¢ dyarfoare is to 
be understood as conveying the twofold idea of perseverance and intensity; 
and he regards the latter as the fruit of the living word, and the former, of 
the abiding word.] 


XVI. 
CHAPTER II. 
- Vv. 1-10. 


The beginning of this chapter is immediately connected with the close of 
the preceding one, otv, therefore, referring backward to the idea expressed in 
Gvayeyevunpuévol, .7.A, As they were begotten again to a new and spiritual life, 
they should lay aside every thing that was opposite to and inconsistent with 
it, and should give themselves to that which would develop its power within 
themselves. With respect to the words and phrases of these first ten verses of 
the second chapter, the following points may be especially noticed: 1. The 
laying aside of the evil was, strictly, to precede the sending forth the desires 
after the good; the soul being cleared, as it were, in preparation for the coming 
action and the changed life. Substantially, however, the two things were 
contemporaneous. —2. The word xaxia is to be understood here in the more 
limited sense of malice, according to Huther, Alford, Keil, etc.; but R. V. text 
renders it, in the more general sense, wickedness, and there seems to be no 
sufficient reason against understanding it in this way. If it is thus understood, 
it is a general word, to which the following words, as designating particular 
evils, are subordinate. —3. The expression dpriyévyyta Bpédn is rightly under- 
stood by Huther as indicating that the readers were, in view of the goal of 
manhood yet afar off, but recently born again. The connection between 
apttyévunra and avayeyevvnuévor is evident. The whole thought is moving in the 
sphere of the idea of the new birth. —4. The adjective Aoy:«ov is most naturally 
taken in the same sense in which it is used in Rom. xii. 1, the only other 
passage in which the word occurs in the N. T. It is nearly equivalent to 
spiritual. Strictly speaking, it seems to designate the thing spoken of, as not 
~to be understood in the physical or material sense, but as pertaining to the 
region of the mind or reason, or the higher and spiritual part of the man. 
Of course the precise shade of idea will almost necessarily vary in different 
connections, but the same notion lies at the basis of the word in all cases of 
this character. In Dr. Thayer’s Lexicon, the phrase Aoyt«7 Aatpeia, in Romans, 
is explained as the worship which is rendered by the reason or soul; the phrase 
Aoyixdv yaaa in this passage, the milk which nourishes the soul. The adjective 
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ddoduv conveys the idea of unadulterated, and thus’ pure. The connection of 
the passage seems to show clearly that yéAa refers to the word of the Lord; and 
this word of the Lord, the gospel, is by the two defining adjectives described 
as unadulterated, i.€., unmingled with any thing which takes away from or 
obscures its truth, such as wrong teachings, etc., and as spiritual, i.e., pertaining 
to the life and growth of the soul in the spiritual sphere. For this they were to 
send forth the ardent desires of their souls. —5. The end in view which they 
should have in the outgoing of these desires was, that in the sphere of this 
word they might grow, as in the development of the natural life, from birth 
towards maturity, unto the full experience and realization of salvation (e¢ 
outnpiav), —6. eizep, if this, and not «, be adopted as the true reading (ver. 3), 
carries with it, according to its general use, the idea of a supposition assumed 
to be a fact, and apparently also, according to what seems to be the usage in 
the N. T., the idea of a supposition which the writer holds to be rightly thus. 
assumed. More probably, however, « is the true text here. By this con- 
ditional clause the apostle supports his exhortation énc7ddyoare, as a suitable 
and natural one. [Kiihl agrees with Huther as to the meaning of kaxia, He 
regards d¢ of ver. 2, as equivalent to since, and not the particle of comparison. 
The oc clause thus involves a declaration of a fact with respect to the readers, 
—since you are new-born babes. The addition of dprvyévynra must be due, he 
thinks, to the desire on the writer’s part to emphasize the idea of recent 
entrance upon the Christian life; dors being the prominent element in the 
word, distinguishing it from the kindred 8pé¢7. He finds an indication here, 
accordingly, that the letter could not have been written to Pauline churches 
which had been already established for a generation. He supposes Aoy:xov to 
be connected here with Adyoc, word, and the meaning to be, milk which proceeds 
from the word of God. The reference, he thinks, is to Christ as the nourishing 
force of the new life. He is presented to us in the word. | 

7. The relative 6v (ver. 4) refers to xdpioc, and connects this new exhortation 
-with the one which precedes. In fact, we may say that the second exhorta- 
tion is an outgrowth of the first, and, in a sense, is a part of it. The figure 
passes from that of the growth of a man towards maturity to that of a building 
in process of erection; and, as the figure changes, the thought moves outward 
from the development of the individual believer to the development of the whole 
body of believers united together in the church. ‘Ov refers to Christ evidently, 
‘as is shown by the following words; in the O. T. passage on which the words 
el éyedsaode, k.7.4., are founded (Ps, xxxiv. 9), 6 kipuo¢ refers to God. The sugges- 
tion arising from this fact, with respect to the view which the apostle had of 
‘Christ, is worthy of consideration. —8. The participle mpocepyduevoe does not 
have the meaning which it has in Heb. vii. 25, and other passages where it refers 
to approaching God in worship or in seeking for His favor ; but it has the sense 
rather, of drawing near to Christ in the way of communion in heart and life with 
Him.—9. Christ-is called a stone, because the figure is that of a building of which 
He is a part, and, in a peculiar sense, the foundation. He is afterwards spoken 
of as the corner-stone. The epithet living is used, apparently, because the writer 
desires to keep the mind of the reader fixed upon the fact that the building is 
one of living men, and because Christ is possessed of and imparts that life 
which is needed for all who are to be built as stones into the building, They 
come to Him, a living stone, and become themselves, in their connection with 
Him, living stones. —10. As to the question whether olxodoyeiofe is an indicative 
or an imperative, the latter supposition seems on the whole to be preferred, 
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because of the general hortatory character of the passage, and because in this 
way the change of the figure is most easily explained; the same exhortation 
in substance is given, only under the forms of expression involved in the two 
figures. R. V. takes the other view, and regards the verb as indicative. — 
11. There can be no doubt that the true text in ver. 5 reads eic before lepdrevya, 
and thus, that this phrase is not appositional to olxo¢ mvevyatixéc. The ec is 
either to be connected with the preceding oixodouelode olx. xv.: be ye built up a 
spiritual house to the end of being a holy priesthood; or, with oé«. mv., a spiritual 
house for a holy priesthood. The infinitive dvevéyxa: sets forth the end in view 
of the whole combined expression which precedes. —12. The quotation from 
the O. T. is evidently introduced as giving an additional ground of, and an addi- 
tional impressiveness to, the exhortation; and it is the passage from which the 
idea of the stone, and of its character and relation to the building, is borrowed. 
In the verses which include this quotation, 6-10, the verb zep:évec is used intran- 
sitively, and, according to Buttmann, is equivalent to it runs or stands written ; 
—tw7 is probably to be explained in the sense of honor, and the meaning is, to 
you appertains the honor which is connected with this honored position given 
by God to the chief corner-stone. The words toi¢ miotevovow are added evidently 
as uniting this clause with 0 moretwv of the cited passage; of of ver. 8 refers to 
the persons designated by azorovoww, and is substantially equivalent to for they, 
as it is rendered in R. V.; 76 Aoyw is, on the whole, to be joined with dmeodvtec 
rather than the verb, —they stumble’ through disobedience to the word;— ei¢ 6 
refers not to the compound idea of the verb and the participial clause which 
immediately precede, but to the verb only, as Huther takes it, —the stumbling 
is the principal idea of the O. T. words;— éré0y0av were set or appointed, —this 
verb seems to indicate that for which they were appointed in the providential 
arrangement of God, as set forth in the prophecy. —13. The words of ver. 9, 
which describe the persons referred to in tweic, i.e., the Christian readers of the 
Epistle, are borrowed from different passages in the O. T.; and thus the quoted 
passage of ver. 6 is continued, in the explanation given, as far as ver. 10. Of 
the words in ver. 9, the three which present the idea of a people or nation are 
to be understood in the same sense, the object being rather to emphasize one 
idea than to present minor distinctions. The idea of the royal priesthood is 
nearly akin to the other, as the conception which the apostolic writers had of 
the Christian believers in the Messianic kingdom was that of a peculiar people 
made up of kings and priests. The expression Aad¢ ei¢ mepiroinow is equivalent, 
in substance of meaning, to a people especially belonging to God, or God’s own 
in a peculiar sense. The particle érw¢ introduces the following words as express- 
ing the design of the preceding, i.e., of the fact that the believers are, and 
become by their believing, a chosen race, etc. This design is, that they may tell 
out, show forth, the excellences or moral perfections of God. These moral 
perfections are seen in the fact that He called them out of darkness into His 
marvellous light. In the use of the words darkness and light, Peter draws near 
to the idea which John has in his first Epistle; but the words have here some- 
what less of their purely internal or subjective meaning, if it may be so expressed, 
and more of the objective sense — the darkness of their heathen condition, and 
the light of the gospel. [Kiihl calls attention to the force of the present parti- 
ciple mpocepyouevor (ver. 4) as indicating a continuous, constant drawing near 
to Christ, on the part of the Christian. We should draw near to Him as the 
living stone, in the conviction that He is the living stone. He regards oikodo- 
usiode as a present indicative. He joins the words é¢ leparevua dyov immedi- 
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ately with olxoc rv. In the words of vv. 9, 10, he finds a reference to believing 
Jews as distinguished from unbelieving Jews, not to Gentile believers as con- 
trasted with Jewish unbelievers. He thus finds this verse according with his 
view as to the persons to whom the Epistle was addressed. ] 


XVII. 
Vv. 11-25. 


1. In the first two of these verses a more general exhortation is given, which 
is followed by more special ones having reference to various relations in life. 
The general exhortation may perhaps be regarded as forming a transitional 
passage which, in a certain sense, closes the preceding paragraph, and, in a 
certain sense, opens the following one. Ver. 11, in its bidding to abstain from 
fleshly lusts, is in the line of ver. 1, laying aside all evil, etc. Ver. 12, on the 
other hand, in its reference to aerate behavior in their Christian living, sug- 
gests that which lies at the foundation of all the exhortations which follow, and 
which bear upon right and fitting conduct in several spheres or relationships of 
human life. There is, however, an independent element in these verses, as is 
shown by the special mention of the relation of the believers to the heathen 
among whom they lived, and the influence which their conduct might have upon 
these heathen. —2. The exhortation of these two verses is based, in a certain 
measure, upon the fact that the readers are tapoccoe and maperidyjuot, These two 
words seem to be used here, instead of the one or the other alone, for the sake of 
expressing the idea common to both with greater emphasis. The readers were 
strangers and sojourners in the world. They were living as such among the 
Gentiles who surrounded them, and who were the citizens of the world, at 
home in it and having its spirit. They should for this reason lay aside all evil, 
and abstain from fleshly desires (those desires which arise from the sinful and 
evil element in man), and should act in the way which befitted the new life 
upon which they had entered. —aitwe¢c may be a causal word, since they; or it 
may be used here as designating these desires as belonging to the class of things 
which war against the soul. —3. The participle éyovtec, in its grammatical con- 
struction, belongs to the subject of azéyecdat, and should be in the accusative 
case. It is placed in the nominative to give the thought greater prominence and 
emphasis. The adjective «aAqv is predicative, as Huther also says; and the word 
dvaorpoony refers to the whole manner of life. «aA7v seems to mean good, in the 
sense of fair, beautiful, honorable, seemly,—such as would become Christian 
believers who realized that their home was in heaven. The end in view of this 
seemly behavior, as related to the heathen around them, was to be, that, in the 
very matter (é ) in which these heathen were wont to speak against the readers 
as evil-doers, they might, by observing their good works, be led to glorify God. 
As Canon Cook says, “‘ Christians were specially attacked by Gentiles, generally 
at the instigation of Jews, on political grounds, as enemies of the state (comp. 
Acts xvii. 6, 7); on religious grounds, as atheists, i.e. , rejecting the objects of 
heathen worship; on ethical grounds, as introducing unlawful customs, and, 
as it was believed, abominable impurity” (Acts xvi. 10). The thought of the 
apostle seems to be, that in the very things which characterized the Christians 
as turning aside from the heathen around them, and which led to charges against 
them as evil-doers or malefactors, they should so conduct themselves, — living 
in the true Christian, seemly manner, and abstaining from all fleshly desires, —. 
that the heathen themselves, being eye-witnesses, spectators, of their good 
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works, would be influenced to give glory to God. By the power of their life 
they would thus turn the hearts of the heathen. The day of visitation is to be 
explained of the time when God’s mercy should be brought to them. 

4, With ver. 13 begins the series of exhortations having reference to vari- 
ous relations in life, —those of subjects of civil government to their rulers, 
servants to their masters, wives to their husbands, etc. It can scarcely be 
doubted, that these exhortations are suggested here as a part of the seemly 
behavior of the Christian believers in the presence and midst of their heathen 
surroundings and enemies. The same liability or tendency on the part of Chris- 
tians, by reason of the doctrine of their equality in Christ and before God, to 
disregard the obligations of civil or family law, which we observe as we read the 
letters of Paul, may not improbably be seen here. The similarity of the exhor- 
tations given in these verses to those which Paul gives in the Epistles to the 
Romans, Ephesians, and Colossians, is quite noticeable,— the language even 
corresponding in considerable measure with that of Paul,—and by reason of 
this fact the reader may be referred to the annotations on the passages in those 
Epistles, a few points only being specially mentioned here. —5. The word «tices 
is peculiar to Peter, and it seems to be used in the classical sense of instituting 
or establishing something, — ordinance or institution. Paul speaks of the civil 
powers as ordained of God (Rom. xiii. 1). Peter here speaks of them as in the 
light of a human institution. Huther explains this word human as meaning, 
applying to human relations ; and in this way there is no difference between Paul 
and Peter. Keil and Hofmann have the same view. Alford, Grimm, and others 
regard the word as equivalent to instituted by men. According to this view, the 
expression of Peter is supposed to refer to government, etc., from the human 
side, an institution organized and maintained by men; while Paul’s expression 
evidently describes it from the side of its divine origin and authority. Either 
explanation of the word seems to be allowable. The argument presented by 
Huther and Keil, as connected with «ricev and its derivatives, as applied to God, 
not to man, is worthy of consideration, but is hardly decisive. —6. The explana- 
tion of dd Kipsov given by Huther, ‘‘ because such is Christ’s will,’ is doubtless 
correct. —7. Paul evidently refers to the higher magistrates, those possessing 
the power of condemning to death, but without special designations: Peter 
makes such designations, —of the king or Roman emperor, the governors of 
provinces. But it will be noticed that both Peter and Paul represent the magis- 
trates as appointed of God for the same purpose, — the punishment of evil-doers 
and the praise of those that do well. Peter adds, as connected with the thought 
of his Epistle and the circumstances of his readers, a sentence giving the ground 
of the exhortation, which borders closely upon the words of ver. 12. This fact 
shows what has been said above, that the verses beginning with ver. 13 grow 
out of vv. 11, 12. —8. Ver. 16 reminds us of the Pauline thought. The Chris- 
tian readers were free, but they were bondservants of God. They were to yield 
their obedience to the earthly powers as those who were in this condition. It 
was to be a free service rendered in submission to God’s will. They were to be 
- conscious of their freedom as Christians, but were to limit the exercise of their 
freedom by their sense of obligation to obey God. They were thus not to use 
their freedom as a covering for wickedness, —as Huther says, seek to conceal 
their wickedness by boasting of their Christian freedom, — but through due sub- 
jection to the civil magistrates were, in this line as in others, to behave in a 
seemly way among the Gentiles. —9. Ver. 17 does not correspond precisely with 
Rom. xiii. 7, but we can scarcely fail to be reminded of that verse as we read the 
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words of this one. Both verses suggest the idea of the obligation to render to 
each and all the respect and honor, etc., which are justly due to them. {Kiihl 
seems to favor the view of Alford, Grimm, and others, with respect to avépurivg 
(ver. 13). He regards xvpiov (ver. 13) as referring not to Christ, but to God, 
because of ver. 15a, and the connection of this verse with that verse, and the 
one which follows it. The words o¢ édebdepor, x.7.A. (ver. 16), he would not 
connect immediately with doriyyre, as Huther does, but would join them 
with ver. 15, and would hold that there is a change of construction from the 
accusative case to the nominative, as in ver, 12 (comp. ver. 11).] 

10. Following upon the exhortation relative to the duty to civil magistrates, 
exhortations are given bearing upon social or family relations; and first, with 
regard to servants. Probably oixéra, though meaning domestic servants, as 
distinguished from dodAa, slaves, is here used as equivalent to the latter word. 
The word @680¢ is found in the Pauline exhortations addressed to slaves, —in 
Ephesians, with fear and trembling; in Colossians, fearing the Lord. Here 
the word evidently does not have the peculiar sense of the compound phrase in 
Ephesians. Whether it means the fear of thé Lord, is more open to question. 
On the whole, it seems more probable that it refers to that reverence for author- 
ity which belonged to the position of the slave as related to the master. The 
reference to the two kinds of masters is peculiar to Peter. The following 
verses show that the apostle felt that the special need of the exhortation existed 
in the case of those who had perverse or froward masters; but they may also be 
regarded, in connection with other allusions in the Epistle to sufferings and 
trials, as indicating that, among the evils which befell the readers fur whom the 
Epistle was designed, a prominent one in the case of slaves was that which 
caine from such masters. At this point, the thought turns aside from what we 
discover in similar passages in the Pauline writings, and the writer is apparently 
dealing with persons who were in a somewhat different condition of things. 
{Kuhl thinks that the word oi«érac is used instead of dovdAoc, probably, because 
the apostle desired to turn the readers’ minds, from the beginnifig, to the 
household and family relationships. He regards év mavrt $68 as referring to 
a aan thing as did xvpiov (ver. 13), and dia me ouveidnowv Tov Oeov; thus the fear 

11. The most simple explanation of ydpe¢ (ver. 19) is that of Grimm, this 
wins for us God’s favor; which is also the explanation of Huther, except that 
he takes favor in the general sense, this causes favor. The word Airac in the 
conditional clause seems to be used of the things which cause Aimy, and thus 
cause the persons experiencing them to be in the condition indicated by Aurn- 
dévrec of chap. i. ver. 6. tmogépet, bears patiently ; naoxwv, when in the experience 
of suffering unjustly or undeservedly. —12. Ver. 21, ei¢ robo refers to the patient 
endurance of suffering inflicted wrongfully. The call to the Christian life was 
peculiarly, in those days, a call which brought the person to whom it came into 
the experience of trials, persecutions, etc., and which summoned him to this 
experience as a test of faith, which, being met successfully, resulted in praise 
and honor and glory at the revelation of Jesus Christ (i. 7). —18. “Or: gives the 
ground of é¢ robro éxAOnTe, The Christian is called to undergo, according to his 
measure, what Christ underwent. The suffering of Christ on behalf of His 
people is presented here, also, in the special light of an example which He left 
behind Him peculiarly for them (the tuiv is in the position of emphasis), to 
the end that they should follow close upon His footsteps. By going through 
the experiences of suffering which they should be called to meet, the disciples 
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of Christ would be brought into inward likeness to Himself; and, knowing this, 
He left behind Him the example of His own endurance for the purpose of 
accomplishing the desired result.—14. In vy. 22, 23, two points with respect 
to Christ are set forth, which correspond with what has been urged upon the 
servants: He did no wrong, and yet, when He suffered, He endured patiently. 
The first of these points is brought forward in the language of Isaiah, chap. liii.; 
and the second one is so expressed, as Huther also says, as to show that the 
apostle’s mind was recalling and dwelling upon that chapter of the prophecy. — 
The object of mwapedidov is probably His cause, or the decision in the case ; more 
probably the former. —15. Ver. 24. This verse can hardly be regarded as alto- 
gether in the line of the two which precede it. The writer seems, rather, in his 
dwelling upon Isa. liii., to think of what Christ did and suffered for His followers, 
and to be se impressed by his thought of this as to lead him to present it before, 
his readers as the source of all their Christian life. The thing which He did 
for us is expressed in the words, bore. our sins in His own body upon the tree 
(as R. V. text reads); or, carried up our sins... to the tree (as R. V. marg. 
reads). This was the way in which He suffered on our behalf. The vicarious 
suffering and death of Christ are here plainly set forth; but precisely how His 
death provided the way for our forgiveness, and deliverance from the penalty 
of sin, can hardly be determined from this expression alone, without taking 
into account the many other passages of the N. T. which have a more or less 
immediate bearing upon the subject. —16. The end in view of Christ’s suffering 
for us in the manner indicated was, that we, having died to sins, might live to 
righteousness. The participle droyevouevoe is here used in the same sense as 
anobvjoxey, which Paul uses in a similar construction with the dative duaprig, 
Rom. vi. 2, — dying to sin, in the sense of completely terminating our relations 
to it. —17. Ver. 25 gives the ground of the preceding clause immediately; but, 
more remotely, that of the main thought of ver. 24 in its bearing upon the 
Christian readers. [Kiihl holds that dvqveyxev of ver. 24 is to be understood as 
meaning carried up. Jesus carried up our sins upon the cross, and thus took 
them away from us. He regards this as made clear by the use of én 10 gvAov, 
instead of én? 7@ gbAw.] 


XVIII. 
CHAPTER III. 
Vv. 1-12. 


1. The exhortations addressed to wives and husbands are in the same line 
with those addressed to servants, and, like them, are connected with ver, 12 of 
the preceding chapter. The exhortation to wives is the same which we find in 
the Pauline Epistles; and in the Epistle to Titus, ii. 5, the same reason, substan- 
tially, is given which is urged.here, though on the negative side, and with a more 
general reference: that the word of God be not blasphemed. Here the duty 
of subjection on the part of the wives is presented with reference to its 
effect upon the husbands, to the end that any of them who may be unbelievers 
may be won over to the Christian faith, and thus to reverence and obedience to 
the word of God. The exhortation to submission was especially needed by 
reason of the state of society at that period, and because of the possible influence 
of the doctrine of equality in the Christian life upon conduct in social and 
family relationships. — 2. kai e/, even if, implies that such cases were not common, 
and it is evident that the apostolic writers regarded marriage between believers 
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and the heathen around them with disfavor. The ground of the exhortation 
here given is the same, only having the necessary limitations of the case, with 
that presented for all good conduct in ii. 12. —3. The words dvev Acyou are some- 
what doubtful as to their meaning. R. V. and A. V. render them, without the 
word, and thus, apparently, make the sense of the clause to be: that they may 
be gained or won for the Christian life without the intervention or use of that 
word to which they refuse obedience. There is evidently a certain improbability 
in this explanation, arising from the fact that there is no article with Adyov, 
Though not decisive as an argument against this view, this fact is worthy of 
serious consideration; for the parallelism with ro Ady, if this were the intended 
meaning, would seem to make the insertion of the article natural, if not neces- 
sary, in this case. Huther, Alford, De Wette, and others hold that the phrase 
means without word, and is equivalent to without preaching to them and exhort- 
ing them. Some have carried this so far as to make it mean absolute silence in 
the matter, on the part of the wives; but this appears to be unnecessary. The 
view of Huther escapes the difficulty of the first-mentioned view, and yet, at 
the same time, it keeps the word Adyov in near relation to Aéyw, On the whole, 
it seems to offer the best and simplest explanation. Canon Cook says that the 
preposition here used implies that the husbands had rejected the word. That 
they had rejected it, is evident from the sentence as a whole; but as dvev Adyov 
qualifies the verb xepdnOjoovra:, it seems necessary to view this phrase as refer- 
ring to the manner in which the husbands are to be won over — in a similar way 
to that in which oa rH dvactpogy¢ is to be understood. —4. The participle 
émontevoartec, corresponding with the participle of the same verb in ii. 12, is to 
be explained in the same way. Im the foundation meaning of the word, they 
are conceived of as being eye-witnesses of the pure and modest and becoming 
behavior of their wives. In describing this behavior the writer uses the expres- 
sion év ¢68w: it was to be in the sphere of ¢o80¢. This word represents that 
reverential fear which, in the higher and more complete sense, is its signification 
oftentimes when it is applied to the Christian’s fear of God, and not the fear 
which involves terror or being afraid. Coupled with fear, R. V. and A. V. 
[Kuhl agrees with Huther respecting the expression dev Adyou (ver. 1). He 
affirms that it cannot refer to the word, as meaning the gospel, because there is 
no definite article, and says that it is added to give further emphasis to dia tie 
avaotpognc, He holds that $08» (ver. 2) means fear of God, and not, as Huther 
says, a shrinking from every violation of duty towards the husband. ] 

5. The words with regard to the adornment of the women correspond in 
some measure with those in 1 Tim. ii. 9 ff. The words used, however, are 
mainly different. ‘The construction adopted by R. V., which supplies the word 
xdouo¢ before forw, and also supplies a second éoTw before 6 Kpumroc, «.7.A., of 
ver. 4, is the simplest and best. The explanation of év 76 d@@ép7w, which is 
given by Huther, on the other hand, seems better than that of R. V., which 
supplies the word apparel after it. The meaning appears to be this: Let it 
(the adorning) be the hidden man of the heart in (which it abides and lives in, 
as it were) the imperishable region or element of a meek and quiet spirit. The 
adorning is the heart abiding in this condition of spirit. —6. Vv. 5, 6, give a 
reason for urging this exhortation, which is drawn from the example of the 
holy women of the O. T. history, of whom Sarah is especially mentioned, as 
being the wife of Abraham with whom the covenant was made and who was 
thus the father of all believers. —7. The word dyaorowtca is, in all probability, 
to be connected with éyevjénre, as Huther and R. V. text take it, and not with 
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broracoduevar, as R. V. marg. suggests, —the latter word being too remote, con- 
sidering the peculiar character of the sentence. This word ayaborowdoa is better 
regarded as equivalent to if you do good, than as indicating the evidence that 
they have become children of Sarah. The thought of the passage suggests as 
the meaning here: you are her children, if you do good, ete. mréyow is to be 
taken objectively; and it refers, no doubt, to the treatment which Christian 
women might have reason to fear, at times, on the part of their heathen hus- 
bands. —8. The exhortation to husbands is founded on the same general idea 
which we find in other passages on the same subject. The language used here, 
however, is mainly different from what we find elsewhere. The word ovvoscodvrec 
refers to the whole domestic life of husbands with their wives; «ata yrdow in 
accordance with knowledge, intelligence, understanding; this phrase seems to 
be more definitely explained by the words which follow: d¢ dcdeveorépu, K.T.A.3 TO 
yvvaixety depends on ovvorkovytec, as Huther also says; this seems to be the 
simplest construction, not only for the reason suggested by Huther, that ovvoux. 
requires a nearer definition, which is more readily found in a word expressed 
in the sentence than in one to be supplied, but also because the two clauses 
beginning with @¢ are most readily explained if the first one is connected with 
ovvoix., and the second with dmovéuovtec. If svyK«Anpovouoie is the true reading, 
this parallelism of the two participles, each with its oc clause, is even more 
probable than with ovy«Anpovéuor; xapitoc Gwi¢, the grace of life, i.e., the gift of 
the Divine grace which consists in eternal life; e¢ 7d uy éyxomtecbat Tae mpocEUxac 
iuov: this denotes the end in view of the whole sentence. By the opposite 
course to that here urged upon them, the husbands would hinder the union 
with their wives in prayer, and thus the growth and development of religious 
life in themselves and their wives. —9. In the verses which follow the exhorta- 
tion to husbands, the thought passes to what is more general and comprehensive, 
the new passage forming a kind of conclusion to the hortatory verses from ii. 11 
to this point. Thus we have the expression 70 réAoc. As Huther remarks, these 
verses (8 ff.) ‘‘deal with the relations of Christians towards each other, and 
towards those who are inimically disposed to them.”’ In this way the connection 
of the passage with the thought of ii. 12 is made manifest. The several words 
of ver. 8 express the ideas of harmony, sympathy, love, humility, ete., which 
_are the normal results of the Christian spirit, as believers live together and 
have relations to each other; those of ver. 9 suggest the thought of the ill-treat- 
-ment which believers were likely to receive from those outside of their own 
number. These latter they should bless, in the way of kind words and actions, 
or more probably in the way of invoking blessings from God upon them, and 
this because, in their call to the Christian life, they were themselves called to 
the inheritance of blessing from God.—10. The quotation from Ps. xxxiv. 
serves the purpose of emphasizing the exhortation which immediately precedes, 
and seems to be selected because of two things: first, the turning away from 
evil action and evil speaking, to which it refers ; and, secondly, the suggestion 
contained in it of the Divine favor as resting upon those who thus turn away 
from evil and do good, and of the Divine wrath as falling upon those who do not 
thus turn. The thought in the passage from the Psalms is evidently more 
general in its meaning and reference than the single application which is here 
made of it. The passage serves, however, the purpose of impressing the 
thought here in mind upon the attention of the readers. This quoted passage 
also carries the thought easily forward to that which is introduced in ver, 18 
and what follows. [Kiihl rejects the construction of ov forw (ver. 3) which 
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Huther favors, and supplies doo as suggested in this note. He would also 
supply xdouw with év dpdapry, He would connect dyaboroutoa (ver. 6) with 
‘éyevfonre, but would not regard it, as Huther does, as showing the mark by 
which the women proved cnomsetuen children of Sarah; nor again as meaning, 
if you do good. He would take éyevnOnre as futurum exactum : whose children 
you will have become through the fact that you do good. ] 


XIX. 
Vv. 13-22. 


1, This passage is evidently connected in thought with that which precedes, 
and is a more full drawing-out of the matter of right conduct in the midst of 
sufferings and persecutions at the hands of enemies and unbelievers. The 
attitude and behavior which should characterize the readers is presented more 
impressively, together with the encouragements for such behavior; and then 
the example of Christ is set forth as the greatest of all encouragements. No 
real harm, the apostle says to his readers, could befall any of them in their 
suffering for righteousness’ sake. —2. The word xak®owv probably means, do 
real harm or evil. The negative which is implied in this question is supported 
and confirmed by the words of the following verse, although these, according to 
the form of the sentence, are placed in contrast to the idea of kaxdowy, adda is 
equivalent to on the contrary ; & xual, if even, if it goes so far as, if it prove even 
to be the fact that, you suffer; maéoyore refers to the suffering of persecution, 
etc., but is used, as we may believe, as purposely conveying a different idea 
from that which is intended to be set forth in xaxoowv, The Christian may 
suffer in the méoyew sense, and yet be uaxapuc, —3. The expression fear not 
their fear, is probably to be interpreted according to the view which takes ¢68o0v 
objectively: do not be agitated by the fear which they excite. The words 
sanctify, ete., stand in contrast with this expression. The word sanctify 
conveys the idea of so holding Christ as Lord, in and before the mind, as to 
bring the man into the attitude of reverential awe before Him. With this 
sanctifying of Christ in their hearts, the believers should be ready, instead of 
being troubled, or in dread, because of their adversaries, to give an answer to ° 
every one who demanded a reason for the hope which was in them. This 
giving of an answer was, however, to be with meekness and fear, i.e., with that 
meekness which was becoming to Christians, and that reverential fear which 
we may fitly feel in making any claim in our relations of God. —4. The words 
having a good conscience (ver, 16), are best explained as connected with the 
leading thought, which is that of giving an answer, or making an apologetic 
defence; this answer was to be given while the person had a good conscience, 
a conscience void of offence, a consciousness of that right state of the life 
which would disarm the adversaries in their attacks. The good conscience 
thus corresponds, on the inward side, to the good manner of life; on the out- 
ward side, —5. The seventeenth verse (ydép) gives the ground for the sixteenth, 
In this verse, and the sixteenth also, the thoughts suggested in ii. 12 are 
evidently in the writer’s mind, the emphasis on suffering evil being, however 
somewhat greater here. The underlying thought of maintaining the good Tife 
in the midst of, and in spite of, evils which are experienced at the hands of 
unbelievers, is manifest throughout this entire passage, which had its beginning 
at ii, 12, The correspondence between the verses now immediately before 
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us, and those commencing with ii. 19, where the application of what is con- 
' tained in ii. 11, 12, is made to the special case of servants, will be noticed by 
every careful reader.—6, The case of Christ is again brought forward, as 
furnishing the great example, and as the encouraging and strengthening fact 
on the foundation of which their own action and attitude should find support. 
The special point made prominent with respect to Christ is, that He suffered as 
a righteous person in the way of, and because of, doing good. He suffered for 
the sins of men, Himself a righteous person taking the place of unrighteous 
persons, and to the end that He might bring those who had been unright- 
eous near to God. [Kiihl is disposed to take Gov (ver. 14) in the subjective 
sense: do not fear with the fear of them, do not be afraid of them. He allows 
the possibility, however, of the other explanation. He agrees with Huther in 
regarding éyovrec, (ver. 16) as not co-ordinate with érouo:, but subordinate to 
it. He regards xpeitrov (ver. 17) as meaning, not better, but, more powerful, 
stronger, in the sense of more profitable, or useful to an end in view. He 
thinks the reference is not to what the Christian gains for himself from the 
suffering, but to what is effected for ‘those who revile the Christian’s good 
manner of life’”’ (ver. 16). This he thinks is indicated as the true meaning of 
the verse by the ydp, which connects it with ver. 16, There is, accordingly, a 
certain parallelism in thought here with ii. 12.] 

Up to this point the comparison with the case of Christ seems to be carried 
forward, but with ver. 18) the thought turns more exclusively to Christ’s own 
experience and work in connection with, and following upon His death. The 
immediate connection of the words of ver. 18) with the death of Christ, which 
is brought before the reader’s mind, in ver. 18a, in the expression: suffered for 
sins, would seem to prove, beyond reasonable doubt, that these words refer to 
His experience as related to that event. He was put to death in the flesh, but 
made alive in the spirit. The parallelism of contrast in these two clauses 
shows that the phrases in the flesh and in the spirit must be interpreted accord- 
ing to the same principles. They refer thus to two divisions, as we might say, 
or rather aspects, of Christ’s life and being. Quoad capg, He was put to death; 
quoad nvedua, He was made alive. In respect to the earthly and perishable 
side of His nature, according to which He was subject to the law of death, 
Gavarwoeic is true of Him. In respect to the higher and imperishable side, on 
the other hand, the spiritual side, His experience as connected with His dying 
is described by the word Gworombeic. It is plain, therefore, that, in ver. 18), the 
starting-point for the two statements which it contains is the time of Christ’s 
death. It is evident also, that the limit of the thought in vv. 21, 22, which 
close this half paragraph, is the resurrection of Christ, His ascension, and His 
life at the right hand of God in heaven. A strong probability arises from these 
facts, that what is predicated of Him in the words which intervene between 
ver. 18b and vv. 21, 22, refers to what took place after, and not before, His 
death. If this be so, we find in this fact the first point which may bear upon 
the determination of the meaning of ver. 19. [Kiihl agrees mainly with Huther 
in respect to the words davarwbel¢ capxi and Gworoimberc mvevuatt. He holds that in 
the latter expression the vor. involves the idea of the receiving of the spiritual 
body. Christ did not continue a mere spirit, but He received at His resurrec- 
tion the oaua mvevuarixor, by means of which, as the organ of the mvevya, He 
was thereafter in a condition to carry forward His activity with relation to men. 
Christ had a mveiva which had in itself the capacity and power to be thus 
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4. The words év & of ver. 19 must of necessity, as it would seem, refer to 
mveipart, It was, then, in the sphere of the tvedua part of Christ’s nature, and 
not in that of the cap part, that what is mentioned in vv. 19, 20, was done by 
Him. This expression in itself, as thus explained, may not indeed be incon- 
sistent with a spiritual proclamation before the time of the incarnation, that 
is, in the days of Noah. But if what has been said above of the time of vv. 
19-22 is correct, the connection of ¢ with mvebuars here must exclude such an 
explanation of the meaning. —8. The participle mopevdei¢ may be determined 
in its meaning, so far as the probabilities of the case are concerned, by two 
considerations: first, by the indication which the word itself gives of an actual 
movement or going of the person himself who is mentioned —if a preaching 
through or in the person of another were intended, the verb é7pvgev would 
have been all that was either necessary or natural in the case; and secondly, by 
the evident meaning of the same participle in ver. 23, where a personal going 
of Christ Himself is alluded to. It would scarcely seem possible that, in a 
connected passage no longer than the one now under consideration, the same 
participial form of such a verb as this would be used in two different senses, 
without any explanation or suggestion of such difference in the form of 
expression, or the surrounding words. This participle in ver. 19, accordingly, 
is to be understood —such, at least, are the linguistic and grammatical proba- 
bilities of the case — as referring to a personal going on the part of Christ, for 
the purpose of a personal proclamation. No such personal going, in the sense 
corresponding to His going into heaven, spoken of in ver. 22, took place before 
the incarnation. —9. The word éxjpvgev indicates what Christ did, The prob- 
abilities as to its meaning may be seen from the following facts: (a) This word, 
which in itself has an indefinite meaning, to proclaim as a herald, without 
specifying the sort of proclamation, occurs in the N. T. about sixty times. 
Among all the instances of its occurrence, there is none in which the idea of a 
proclamation of judgment or condemnation is expressed. The word is used 
almost exclusively of preaching the gospel, and this is the case in every 
instance in which Christ stands either in the subjective or objective relation 
to the proclamation. The kindred words «ypvg and «ypvyyua (at least, with the 
exception of two cases, where the preaching of Jonah is spoken of, on which 
see below) are used with reference to the making known of the gospel, or, 
in a single instance, 2 Pet, ii. 5, of righteousness. The probability as to 
the meaning of the verb in this case, as connected with usage, must therefore 
be regarded as overwhelmingly strong against any other signification than 
preaching the gospel. —(b) This probability is strengthened by the use of the 
verb einyyediobn in iv. 6, provided that we are to consider that verse as having 
any close relation to this. —(c) It is also strengthened, in some measure, by 
the fact that the thought of Christ throughout all the remainder of the passage 
vv. 18-22, is that of saving, and not of condemning men. } 

10. The expression totic év gvAaky mvebuaow is to be explained, as it would 
seem, by observing two points: first, the word mvebucow is most naturally 
interpreted through its connection with mveduate of ver. 18, and that word 
suggests a contrast to oapai; it would seem, therefore, most reasonable to 
understand these spirits to be disembodied spirits, or spirits of those who had 
already met physical death; secondly, as there is no particle, such as viv, to 
indicate that the meaning is, spirits who are now in prison, and especialls 
nothing to indicate that the writer means persons who were alive in this world 
at the time of.the preaching, but whose spirits are now (at the time of his 
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writing) in prison, it is most reasonable, not to say necessary, to believe that 
the condition of the persons as disembodied spirits, and the time of their 
imprisonment, are to be determined in accordance with the time of the verb; 
that is, they were already disembodied spirits at the time when Christ preached 
tothem. As disembodied spirits in prison, they must have been in prison in 
the spirit-world, not in this world; and as having the gospel preached to them, 
‘they cannot as yet have been finally condemned. —11. The word dmebjoaow is 
antecedent in point of time to é«qjpvgev. It is claimed by some that it can only 
be immediately antecedent; and, therefore, that the time of the preaching must 
have been nearly coincident with the time of the disobedience. This claim 
may, however, be questioned or denied, with reference to the aorist participle 
when employed as descriptive of particular persons, and especially in a case 
like this, considering the defining of the time of the participle by mére dre, 
«7.4. But even if it be allowed, in case the participle is merely descriptive, 
this fact will by no means decide the question, because the participle may mean 
although they were disobedient, and in this sense may undoubtedly be carried 
back far beyond the time of ixjpvgev. Wiesinger, as mentioned by Huther, and 
some others, take the participle in this sense: although, etc. Moreover, the 
absence of the article with dei@joacw is not to be regarded as excluding the 
construction which makes it substantially equivalent to who were once disobe- 
dient, as R. V., A. V., and many commentators explain the word. See Huther’s 
remark in answer to Hofmann, in his note on ver. 19 (4). Affirmations with 
respect to the impossibility of the use of a participial construction by a N. T. 
writer, with a particular meaning, should be made only with the greatest caution, 
and especially in cases where the great majority of scholars have not found the 
alleged difficulty. As regards the omission of the article, even greater caution 
should be exhibited. As Winer remarks, ‘‘ Whether the article is to be used or 
omitted before the participle, depends sometimes on the subjective view of the 
writer.”?’ And Buttmann most fitly adds, “In the endeavor to lay down fixed 
laws respecting the use of the article, many a learned and laborious inquiry has 
already come to naught. A writer’s sovereign pleasure does not allow itself to 
be curtailed, whenever it seems good to him to depart even from a well-founded 
grammatical law.’”’ A living writer has a living force within him, and at times 
he answers the grammarian, who would fetter him with never-yielding rules, 
as Paul answered the Jews: I am not under bondage to the letter, but in the 
freedom of the spirit. —12. The close connection of more dre, shows that these 
two words together define the time, and the position of sore shows that the 
fact or thing whose time is thus defined is that which is indicated by dmeidnoaoww, 
and not that indicated by é«jpvgev. —13. The ére clause involves the statement 
that the men who are alluded to lived, and also were disobedient, in the time of 
Noah, and before the flood came. They sinned during the period when God 
was, in that age, waiting with long-suffering. 

The examination of this passage which is thus set forth is purely exegetical, 
and is connected wholly with the natural meaning of the words, and their 
' relation to the sentences and the paragraph. ‘The purpose of these notes is 
exegetical, not doctrinal. If the suggestions offered are well-founded, they 
show that, with respect to every word and phrase, the probability of the case 
favors the interpretation of the passage, which makes it declare, that, after His 
death and before His resurrection, Christ went to the place where the persons 
mentioned were in their disembodied spiritual state, and there preached the 
gospel to these persons, i.e., the persons who were disobedient in the time of 
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Noah, when, ete. It is to be observed, that the passage does not extend the 
statement beyond the case of these particular persons. That it suggests the pos- 
sibility of such an extension of the Divine grace, is the most that can be affirmed. 

The view of this passage, other than that above given, which meets the least 
difficulties as connected with the several probabilities mentioned, is that which 
holds to the above explanation in all particulars, except with reference to 

éxnovéev; but makes this verb contain the idea of a praedicatio damnatoria, a 
proclamation by Christ to these spirits in prison of their coming final condem- 
nation. It is claimed, on behalf of this view, that the verb «yptcocew is, in itself, 
a verb of indefinite meaning in regard to such a point as this, that it conveys 
simply the idea of proclaiming as by a herald, and that the character of the 
proclamation must be determined by the context. It is also claimed, that in 
some passages in the N. T. there are indications of the designed application 
of this idea of proclamation (expressed by this verb, or the kindred nouns) to 
threatened punishment. Thus Jonah’s «ypvyua is spoken of in Matt. xii. 41, 
Luke xi. 32; and in 2 Tim. iv. 2, the words éAeygov and émutiunoov are added to 
xhovéov, showing that a part of the proclamation was of this character. It is 
to be observed, however, that the passages in’ Matthew and Luke do not refer to 
Christ’s preaching; and that Jonah’s proclamation was, as the sequel showed, 
and also these verses themselves indicate, with a view to repentance; and in the 
case of 2 Timothy, the rebuking, etc., is only a part of the gospel preaching, 
subordinate to the end of securing the salvation of those to whom it is addressed, 
As stated above, wherever Christ is either the subject or the object of the verb 
«npdooev, in the N. T., the verb is substantially equivalent to elayyeAiger. This 
fact seems to the writer of this note to determine the probability of its meaning 
in the present instance, and to exclude the idea of a praedicatio damnatoria. 

The view of the passage which makes it refer to a preaching of Christ, in 
and through the person of Noah, before the flood, or to ‘‘a gracious activity 
on the part of the pre-incarnate Christ, a preaching in the form of the Divine 
warnings of the time, the spectacle of the building of the ark, etc.,’’ encounters - 
all the improbabilities and difficulties mentioned. The only grammatical or 
linguistic point which has been held to be decisive in favor of this view, is that 
connected with the aorist participle ame:éjoaov, which has been already alluded 
to in the earlier part of this note. The decisiveness of this point is not admitted 
by the great majority of interpreters. The position taken by the advocates of 
this view, in general, is, so far as the sentence in itself is concerned, that which 
makes the reference to a preaching in the time of Noah possible, rather than 
necessary, the. point mentioned with respect to the aorist participle not being 
insisted upon. 

The discussion of the passage thus far has dealt with the words and phrases 
of the passage itself. There are considerations derived from the context, or the 
New Testament elsewhere, which have a bearing on the question which is pre- 
sented by ver. 19, and which ought to be candidly weighed before coming toa 
decision. The first of these is the fact, that an allusion to a preaching of Christ 
to these persons, long after their death, seems quite remote from the direct line 
of thought in the context. With regard to this point, the following remarks 
may be made: (a) that such remoteness, it must be admitted, impresses the 
mind of the reader at the first view of the passage; (b) that on any other expla- 
nation of the passage, however, somewhat of the same remoteness is evident. 
The real difficulty in the case is to explain how the writer is led to introduce 
here any allusion to Noah, the flood, the men of that age, and the subject of 
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baptism as antitypical of the flood. It seems strange to find the words of vv. 
19-21 connected with the thought of ver. 18a, and what precedes ver. 18. If 
we can account for the allusion to Noah’s time, etc., we may perhaps as easily 
account for the reference to a preaching to the persons of that age after Christ’s 
death, as for a similar reference to a preaching before Noah’s death. The 
attempts to explain the allusion to this matter by those who hold that the 
preaching followed Christ’s death, have been as successful, to say the least, as 
those of the interpreters who hold the other view. Compare, for example, what 
is said as to this point by Alford, on the one side, and by the writer (Professor 
Salmond) in Schaff’s Pop. Comm. on the other. — The second of the considera- 
tions drawn from outside of the passage is connected with the general indications 
of the N. T. as to the question whether the offer of salvation or the proclama- 
tion of the gospel is made to men after death. With respect to this point, the 
writer of this note would say: (a) that, in his judgment, the general impression 
produced upon the mind of the candid reader of the N. T. is, that the ‘apostolic 
writers and Christ Himself do not continue the offer of salvation beyond the 
present life; (b) that they lay an emphasis, at times, on the present life as 
the period for securing salvation, or on death as the limit, which is most easily 
explained if we hold that such was their teaching; (c) that the few passages 
(leaving the present one, as being here under discussion, out of view) in which 
the opportunity for recovery after death may be suggested as a possibility, can 
be satisfactorily explained without making them convey this idea, and that, not 
improbably, they should be thus explained; the candid scholar, however, will, in 
this case as in all others, carefully and justly estimate the force of all passages, 
on whichever side of the question they may seem to give their evidence; (d) that 
the absence of any definite and full unfolding of the condition of things in the 
period following death, which, at least so far as details are concerned, is notice- 
able throughout the New Testament, may have its proper weight in determining 
our view of doubtful passages; and that the absence of allusions to the interme- 
diate state between death and the last judgment may also be justly taken into 
consideration; (e) that there may have been reasons in the Divine mind, for the 
presentation of the gospel after death to those persons who lived in the time of 
the flood, which are unknown to us, and which did not, and do not, exist in the 
case of other persons; and that an exception to the general law, made in their 
case, does not necessarily prevent the existence of such a generai law for all 
other men, which places the limit of the opportunity for salvation at death; 
(f) that the possible hint of a future opportunity for some other men beyond 
the particular class mentioned, which this verse may be supposed to suggest, 
and which can hardly be denied as a possibility, if the preaching was to the 
spirits in prison after Christ’s death, must be most carefully compared with and 
adjusted by other passages, which seem more or less distinctly to declare the 
opposite, before any doctrine as to such opportunity is accepted or believed by 
the New-Testament interpreter because of the statement of this passage. These 
points must all be fairly and fully considered in estimating the force of the gen- 
eral teaching of the N. T. as bearing against that interpretation of ver. 19 which 
makes it mean, that Christ preached to the departed spirits of the men of Noah’s 
time after His own death. — A third point, connected with what is outside of-the 
present context, is the fact that in 2 Pet. ii. 5, Noah is spoken of as a preacher 
of righteousness («fpuvxa duxaoobvyc), in connection with a statement as to the 
bringing of the flood upon the ungodly; and a somewhat kindred idea, though 
without the word «fpvé, is presented in Heb. xi. 7. If the authorship of 2 Peter 
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by the apostle is to be admitted, the allusion in that Epistle to Noah as a 
preacher, and that, too, in a passage having some similarity to the present one, 
may possibly serve to indicate what he intended to say here; and even if the 
Petrine authorship of the second Epistle is rejected, the two passages in 
Hebrews and 2 Peter may show something of the habit of thought, in this 
regard, of the earliest Christian writers. This argument must not be pressed 
beyond the limits of its proper force. The same writer does not always follow 
the same line of thinking in such allusions. What his sentence legitimately 
means is far more indicative of his present thought, than what he says else- 
where and at another time. And especially is it true that one writer may 
deviate, in such a matter, from the forms of expression of other writers. 

The passage, it must be confessed, is one beset with difficulties, and involved 
to some extent in obscurity. It becomes those who deal with it in the matter 
of doctrinal statements, or doctrinal controversies and questionings, to approach 
it and study it with the calm, unprejudiced, teachable, and peaceable spirit of 
the most candid and reverential exegetical scholar. 

[Kiihl holds that the connection of the wordsshows the reference of év @ (ver. 
19), to be only to mvebuaTz, The apostle accordingly says that Christ went év 
mvebuart, and not (woronbelc rvebuart, to the doing of what is indicated by éxjpugev, 
«.7.A. As Christ, when He was in the condition described by Gwor. 7v., was no 
longer év mvebuatt, but év oouate mvevuatixo, and as He was, while yet on earth, 
not év mv., but év capxi, the time referred to in this expression must be the time 
between His death and His resurrection. If this position is correct, the refer- 
ence to a preaching through Noah, or in Noah’s time, is excluded by the words 
themseives. — With respect to the spirits in prison, Kuhl holds that the phrase 
describes the present condition of the spirits at the time of the preaching, 
ovAaxy referring to Hades. He differs slightly from Huther, in that he regards 
it as impossible to decide whether the reference is to the whole kingdom of the 
dead, or to that part of it which serves as the abode for the souls of the ungodly 
until the day of judgment. If iv. 6 is connected with this passage, he thinks 
the reference 1s to the former. — He regards mopevfeie as indicating a real, as it 
were, spatial, going. — The verb xyptccew is here, he says, as everywhere in the 
N. T., the technical expression for that proclamation of the gospel which offers 
salvation; and thus he regards the end in view of the proclamation as being the 
same with that of the preaching of the gospel on earth, —namely, to present 
the offer of salvation to those spirits, \ 

The view which holds that the preaching was a praedicatio damnatoria 
he declares to be wholly arbitrary, and apparently connected with an idea of 
the passage, which is contrary to the true one, —namely, that the prominent 
thought of the verses is that of judgment, whereas it is, in fact, that of the 
blessed results of Christ’s death, and of the Messianic salvation. In connection 
with the past tense of the verb é«jevgev, and the past participle mopevdeic, he 
holds that the participle d7e@cacw with roré must be pluperfect in sense, and 
that the meaning must be, he preached to the spirits which had been jormierty 
disobedient, etc., and not, he preached to them when they were, ete.; with the 
latter idea, the writer would have joined woré with éxjpvgev.— As the result of 
his exegesis of the passage, Kiihl holds: (a) that Christ, as Tvedua, went to 
Hades, and preached there to the spirits; (b) that the time of His thus going 
and preaching was between His death and His resurrection; (c) that the 
purpose of His preaching was to offer salvation to all the spirits, without 
exception. That all the spirits are meant by the apostle’s words, he regards as 
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indicated by the absence of the article before dmeidfoacw. The article, he 
thinks, would have been necessary if the writer had meant only the disobedi- 
ent ones of Noah’s time. The true meaning is, as he holds: He preached to 
the spirits in prison, to such He preached as had been disobedient, etc. The 
reference is, accordingly, to all, with a certain special designation of the men 
of Noah’s time. This special designation he explains in connection with the 
fact that the contemporaries of Noah are viewed in the N. T. (comp. Matt. 
xxiv. 37f., Luke xvii. 26f.) as typical of mankind, as fallen deeply under the 
power of sin. The participle dmeuoaow has, he thinks, a certain special 
emphasis: to the spirits, etc., yea, even to such as, etc.] 

14. The remark of Huther with respect to ver. 20 is worthy of special notice, 
and is in accordance with what is undoubtedly the fact in the case, namely, that 
*‘the stress is laid, not so much on the judgment which overtook unbelievers in 
the flood, as on the deliverance of the few.’’ The whole passage is illustrative 
of the statement that Christ suffered for sins, that He might bring men to God; 
in other words, of His work to the end of salvation. --15. The view which 
Huther takes of the preposition da as being instrumental, rather than local, is 
probably correct. The few who entered into the ark were borne safely on by 
the water, and thus, in a certain sense, were saved by means of water. This is 
indicated by the statement of the next verse, which presents the idea of water 
(in connection with baptism) as saving us. The presentation of the water of 
baptism as the antitype of the water of the flood, must be regarded as a com- 
parison or antitypical correspondence which reaches, as it were, the limits of the 
figurative; and a part of the special difficulty and obscurity of this whole pas- 
sage — not to say, the very centre of it—is to be found here. The point of the 
comparison would seem to be connected with the fact that the water bearing up 
the ark was the means of saving Noah and his family. In a similar way, water, 
as the means by which baptism takes place, is also the the means by which the 
Christian is, as it were, borne safely into his Christian life and salvation. That 
the water, in the second case, is not the primary means or the direct cause of the 
salvation, as also it was not in the first case, is proved by the words which 
follow, which words show that the actual saving element of Christian baptism 
is not found in the water, but in the state of the mind towards God. It was the 
entrance into the ark which was the salvation of Noah’s family, and it is union 
of heart with God which is the salvation of the believer. The expression, not 
the putting away of the filth of the flesh, indicates that what the writer has in 
mind is not what water, in itself, can accomplish. 

16. The question as to the meaning of érepotnua is one which cannot be 
answered with confidence. On the whole, it seems to the writer of this note, 
that the word question most probably represents the meaning of the Greek 
word. This is confessedly the meaning in classical Greek, and appears to be 
not inconsistent with the general thought of the sentences. The preposition éic, 
being added to the noun, naturally carries the meaning to the point either of 
making it equivalent to question directed towards, or inquiry after. With 
either of these meanings, the genitive ovveidjoewc ayatne is to be regarded as a 
subjective genitive. The idea of the whole sentence would seem, accordingly, 
to be this: that baptism, with its application of water, does not find its true sig- 
nificance in a cleansing of the outward man, but in the movement of the pure 
inner man towards:-God. Whether this movement is represented as a question- 
ing of the soul directed towards God, or an inquiry and seeking of the soul after 
Him — in either case, the same general condition of the soul is indicated. Per- 


754 ADDITIONAL NOTES BY THE AMERICAN EDITOR. 


haps inquiry after is the most simple and best rendering, as corresponding with 
énepwraveic, The objection urged by Huther, that the idea is thus incomplete, 
inasmuch as the contents of the question or request are not stated, is not one of 
serious importance, because the reader, with either of these two nearly-allied 
meanings of énepérqua, will readily understand what movement of ‘the soul is in 
‘the writer’s thought. —17. The phrase &’ dvaordoews is best connected with olen. 
Baptism, in the sense indicated, saves the believer by means of the resurrection 
of Jesus Christ. The resurrection of Christ is referred to here, apparently, for 
two reasons: first, because this great fact is the ground on which the results of 
His death are secured, and the life of the Christian in union with God is carried 
forward in its development; and, secondly, because the author has the desire to 
set forth the facts with regard to Christ’s own experience, from His suffering 
of death for sin to His exaltation at the right hand of God. [Kiihl agrees with 
Huther in regarding da of ver. 20, as instrumental. — He holds that by the 
words érepotnua, k.7.A, (ver. 21), baptism is described as a request addressed to 
God, for power and strengthening to the end of dyaforoeiv, on the ground of 
which dyad, we can have a good conscience. * The connection of the thought 
of the good conscience with good action, which is suggested in ver. 16, appears 
in another form here, even though there may be no immediate connection 
between the two verses. —He agrees with Huther in connecting 6’ avacrdcews 
with oacer. | 


xx. 
CHAPTER IV. 
Vv. 1-6. 


1. These verses contain a new exhortation in the line of what precedes, and 
one which takes up the thought of Christ’s suffering, as set forth in iii. 18. In 
this passage, odv evidently connects the new exhortation with the reference to 
Christ’s death, according to the flesh; oapxi is the dative of reference: so far 
forth as the oapf is concerned; érAicacde is used because the thought is of 
defence against the assaults of persecution, etc.; évvocav is perhaps best trans- 
lated by thought, with the sense as given by Huther: ‘‘ they should not refuse 
the thought of, like Him, suffering according to the flesh,’ but there is some 
reason to believe that the word may mean mind, in the sense of disposition of 
mind, Alford holds that it means intent or resolution, and appeals to Eur. Hel. 
1012, and Isocr. p. 112d; 6 ma@dv, «.7.A., seems to have a certain reference to 
the first words of ver. 1, but not to be limited, in its application, to Christ; these 
words appear, rather, to be an encouragement to the readers to be ready to suffer 
by reason of the thought that the result of such suffering in the course of fen 
Christian living is a ceasing of subjection to the power of sin. The believer 
ceases from his connection with sin, after a kindred manner to that in which 
Christ ceased from His (widely different) relation to it. —2. The phrase ei¢ 76 
enkétt, K.7.A., of ver. 2, is, no doubt, rightly explained by Huther as connected 
with érAicaode, It expresses the end in view of the exhortation. If the readers 
armed themselves with the same thought, as related to sufferings in the right- 
eous Christian life, which was in Christ, they would cease to live in avenge 
with, as governed by the rule of, the lusts of men, and would be governed by 
the will of God. The ém@vuia here referred to are evidently’ the unholy desires 
of men apart from God, and especially those which characterized the lives of 
the heathen, by whom the readers were surrounded, and which are indicated in 
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ver. 3.—3. The contrast of the time past to the remaining time shows clearly 
the correctness of Huther’s remark, that oapxi denotes here, as in ver. 1, the 
earthly human nature, to which the mortal body belongs. The third verse is 
introduced as a ground or reason for the pyxért Bidoat, «.7.A. It would seem to 
indicate that a considerable proportion, at least, of the readers had been 
heathen before their conversion. [Kiih] agrees with Huther that vor (ver. 1) 
means thought. He regards mémavra as in the middle voice: he has ceased 
from sin. The idea of Peter, as here expressed, does not correspond with that 
of Paul in Rom. vi.; the thought of Paul being that of a dying in the spiritual 
sense, while that of Peter is of suffering according to the flesh. The word 
nagav, in both parts of the verse, is used with reference to outward sufferings. 
— Kuhl thinks the expression to have wrought the will of the Gentiles (ver. 3) 
is an indication that before their conversion, the readers were not Gentiles, but 
Jews, It was the Jews only who were prepared by special Divine revelations, 
and bound thereby to live, not according to human desires, but to the Divine 
will. The word a0éuroc, he regards, also, as appropriate only for Jews. ] 

4. The words év 6 of ver. 4 are translated by A. V. and R. V. by wherein, 
and if this may be regarded as meaning: their astonishment that you do not go 
on in the same course, and with a similar excess of riot with themselves, arises 
and moves in the sphere of this fact,—this explanation may be the best one. 
The sense would thus approach closely towards Huther’s explanation, who 
makes év & mean: because, or on account of the fact that, you have thus 
walked, they are surprised that, etc. If the English versions refer by wherein 
to the former heathen life of revellings, etc., and make it limit the words, run 
not to the same excess of riot, the meaning given by them is less in accordance 
with the sentence than that given by making év @ equivalent to because. The 
genitive absolute yy ovvrpexovtwv, x.7.A., is causal. —5. Ver. 5 points to the 
judgment awaiting these heathen revilers, as a thing which, when under per- 
secution, under the injury coming from being defamed, ete., the Christian 
readers should bear in mind. The enemy was not always to triumph, or to 
have power against them: God was their avenger, their support, and the 
mighty power on their side; and the day of judgment was to come. —The 
phrase 70 éroiwuc éyovrt indicates the nearness of the judgment, according to its 
most natural interpretation, and may thus have a bearing upon the question as 
to Peter’s view with regard to the parousia. [Kihl agrees with Huther that 
éy (ver. 4) is to be understood as meaning because.— He holds that vexpot of 
ver. 5 refers to all the dead, and that the apostle has in mind, and makes prom- 
inent, the universality of the judgment. ] 

6. The living and dead mentioned in ver. 5 are thus described, apparently, 
with reference to the matter and time of the judgment; and thus the meaning 
is, that the Lord will judge all, whether they be living at the time of judgment, 
or whether they have died before that time. There is no necessary limitation 
of the expression to the revilers, etc., here spoken of; but from the general 
character of the words, the thought suggested is, that, as the judgment is to be 
' passed upon all, whether living or dead, it will come upon these men. —7. Ver. 
6 is introduced by yap, as a ground of what is said in ver. 5. It is evident that 
in ver. 6 the case of the vexpoi is made the subject of thought, the Covrec being 
no longer in mind. The statement of the verse is, that something was done 
or occurred to the dead to the end of their being judged, and thus they are 
brought under the xpivas of the preceding verse. The thing which was thus 
done is set forth in the word evyyyeriodn, and the purpose of this verb is 
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presented in the iva clause. The determination of the writer’s meaning must 
depend, or partly depend, on the true explanation of this verb, as affected by 
what follows the final particle. It will be noticed that the verb is in the aorist 
tense. It must therefore, as it would seem, refer to a time past, either as 
related to the time of writing the sentence, or as related to the time of judg- 
ment. The fact that vexpod¢ of ver. 5 is used of those who shall be dead at the 
time of the judgment may favor the latter reference; but the natural under- 
standing of a past» tense, which sets forth a fact, as indicating a fact which 
is already past when the word is written, points most strongly to the former 
reference. When we add to the fact of this natural understanding of the 
tense, the striking presentation of a certain class of persons, belonging to the 
O. T. history, in the earlier part of the passage which closes with the present 
verse, —namely, the men who lived just before the flood, iii. 19, —the case 
becomes much stronger for this first view of the meaning. There seem, 
therefore, to be weighty reasons to believe that, in this verse, the apostle is 
speaking again of those whom he has mentioned already, and that he alludes 
to the same thing in einyyedioOy to which he alluded in éxypvgev in iii. 19. If 
this is correct, the verb evmyy. determines the meaning of the verb éx7pvgev, and 
the time of the act indicated by both is one and the same,—8. The word 
vexnotc of ver. 6 is, in its form, as unlimited as vexpove of ver. 5; but it does not 
seem to follow from this necessarily, that it is actually, according to the writer’s 
thought, as unlimited in its application. The expression, in both cases, is not 
of vexpot, but vexpoi, and thus the persons referred to are described according to 
the peculiarity of their condition, rather than as the whole of a class. In such 
a form of expression, the whole class may be designated, or it may not be: 
the decision will depend on the suggestions of the sentence or the context. In 
ver. 5 all the indications of the sentence point to the word as denoting the 
whole company of the. dead, but in ver. 6 the suggestions already made may 
show that a more special reference is intended.—It ought to be remarked, 
however, that, while this word in ver. 6 may refer to a special section of the 
dead, it is contrary to all the indications of the passage to make it mean, in 
the one verse, persons who are dead in a different sense from that in which the 
persons mentioned in the other verse are dead, — ver. 6 meaning the spiritually 
dead, and ver. 5 the physically dead. —9. The reader should observe that, in the 
éva clause, the first verb is in the aorist tense, and the second in the present. 
This fact is significant, and seems to show that the words éva «pido. do not 
prove the preaching to have taken place before the death of the persons referred 
to. Rather does the form of the sentence in this regard indicate the correct- 
ness of Huther’s view of it: that while xps0dow and eow are grammatically 
co-ordinated, the former verb holds, in the thought, a subordinate position, 
and that the meaning of the clause is: in order that they, after the Jlesh, 
indeed, judged by death, may live according to the spirit. As Canon Cook 
says, the term xpidaov ‘js evidently used with reference to their previous state 
not to the time of the announcement.’’ He also says, ‘‘The Greek makes ‘ 
distinction between the two propositions: the former does not apply to the 
effect of the tidings, but to the condition of those who were addressed; the 
next proposition, but live, tells us what was the ultimate and perfect effect 
upon those who were prepared to receive it.”,—10, The datives oapxi and 
ave OH Oe to be explained as datives of reference: so far forth as the flesh, or 
the spirit; is concerned ; as regards the flesh, or the spirit. The expressions 
kata dvOpwrouc, cata deov, mean after the manner of men, God, in such a manner 
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as corresponds with the nature of man and the law of his being, —in such a 
manner as answers to the life of God and as He imparts His own life to men. 
[Kiihl holds that the special emphasis in ver. 6 is on vexpoic. This is clear, as 
he thinks, both from the repetition of this word, and from the «ai. This «ai 
points to the contrast to the Covrec, to whom also the gospel is preached; and as 
these Covrec are the same as those in ver. 5, the vexpoi in this verse must be the 
‘Same with the vexpoi in ver. 5. All the dead are referred to here, as in the pre- 
vious verse, and thus the gospel, he thinks, is declared to be preached to all the 
dead. — The explanation of «pido and (oo, and of the iva clause, in which 
these verbs are found, which is favored by Huther, is adopted by Kiihl. — The 
idea lying at the foundation of the thought of ver. 6, in its connection with 
ver. 5, is, as he thinks, that a judgment of the dead is to be thought of only in 
case the possibility of salvation is given them through the proclamation of the 
. gospel. ] 

In the consideration of this whole passage from iii. 13 to iv. 6, it is impor- 
tant to keep in remembrance the fact, that the apostle has in mind not only an 
exhortation for his readers in the midst of persecutions and revilings, and an 
encouragement for them as connected with Christ’s experience and His work, 
but that he has also the desire to set forth the experience of Christ for its own 
sake, as connected with His glorification, and His work, in itself, as leading 
to the end of life and salvation. These two things are interwoven together 
throughout the passage, and the interpreter who does not bear this in mind is 
liable to misapprehension of the apostle’s thought. —The work of Christ 
is represented here, as it is everywhere in the N. T., as tending towards the 
salvation of men. He suffered, that they might be forgiven, and delivered 
from sin. He rose again, that the new life might be secured within them. He 
ascended to the right hand of God, exalted above the highest powers, that His 
people and His kingdom might be forever triumphant. The bearing of this 
upon the two difficult verses iii. 19 and iv. 6, whatever our final decision as 
to their meaning may be, will be carefully estimated by all who properly 
examine them as parts of this passage. 


XXI. 
Vv. 7-11. 


1. The seventh verse sets forth, in a brief and distinct statement, the near- 
ness of the end of all things. This statement seems to be suggested by the 
thought of the approaching judgment; and in this way the discourse passes on 
from what precedes to this new paragraph. ‘The exhortations of this paragraph 
are directed, in the first place, towards that sober-mindedness, love to one an- 
other, ete., which are befitting in view of the nearness of the end, and secondly, 
to that devotion to the use of the peculiar gifts and duties belonging to each 
believer, as an individual, which may promote the glory of God, —a thing which 

“also becomes the believer, especially as the time of the end draws near. —2. The 
two verbs, cweporgoare and yppare, are kindred in meaning: the former is ren- 
dered by R. V., be of sound mind; the latter, be sober. Both verbs convey the 
idea of that sober and temperate condition of mind, which restrains and governs 
all undue passion, and abides in a serious thought of life, its duties and its mean- 
ing. The words ei¢ mpooevyac, which designate the end in view of the verb vjpare, 
bring before us the thought of that communion with God in prayer, which is so 
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often presented in the N. T. as the very atmosphere of the Christian’s life. — 
3. The expression mpd névtuv is not to be regarded as setting love above prayer; 
for the comparison is not with prayer, but with sober-mindedness. Expressions 
of this character, we may believe, are not to be pressed to the absolute literal- 
ness and fulness of their meaning. They are used many times, no doubt, as 
indicating what the writer regards as most important to be urged in connection 
with some special point which he has in mind at the time, and occasionally even 
with a mere rhetorical earnestness. The love which he would urge them to 
have is intense, on the stretch, fervent; and he would press this upon them 
with special emphasis, because love covers a multitude of sins. The remark of 
Leighton on this verse probably gives the true idea of the meaning: “* Hatred 
stirs strife [the first words of the O. T. passage (Prov. x. 12) from which not 
improbably this verse is borrowed], aggravates, and makes the worst of all; but 
love covers, ete.; it delights not in undue disclosing of brethren’s failings, doth 
not eye them rigidly, nor expose them willingly to the eyes of others.” 

4, The exhortation to hospitality follows naturally upon that which urges to 
love, as this was one of the prominent forth-puttings of love at that period of 
the history of the Church. The expression dvev yoyyvouod is really involved 
in the idea of Adgevor, — loving hospitality is without murmuring or complain- 
ing, an ungrudging gift of Christian brotherly love. 

5. The exhortations with respect to the yapiouara correspond closely, though 
much of the language used is different, with what is said by Paul in Rom. xii. 6 ff. 
These verses (10, 11) may indicate the true view respecting Peter’s language in 
such cases, — that it was possibly affected in some measure by his knowledge of 
what Paul had written, but that it was not borrowed from Paul, and that the 
thought was suggested by the needs of the readers for whom he wrote, by which 
he was himself impressed. — What Paul expresses in Romans and 1 Corinthians 
by the verb wepitw, — the distribution of the gifts according to the measure of the 
grace of God bestowed in each gift, —is here hinted at by Peter, apparently, in 
the word movxiAnc, —6. Peter specializes only two gifts, one in the line of the 
teacher’s or prophet’s office; the other, in that of the diaconate. With regard 
to the individual words of the eleventh verse, it may be observed, that AqAe is a 
general word which may cover the utterances both of the diduckadoc and the 
mpoonrns; that Adyia evidently here means words or utterances communicated by 
God, thus teachings and revelations; icyvoc means strength or ability (‘‘to the 
extent of one’s ability,’ Grimm), which is regarded as supplied in every‘case 
by God according to His own will; év maow means in all things, rather than in 
all persons, the reference being to the varied things suggested by the preceding 
words respecting the gifts; 4, in the doxology, is to be understood as referring 
to God, as Huther and most recent commentators take it. The doxological 
passages in the N. T. almost universally refer to God, and here God is mani- 
festly the prominent subject of thought. Though it is evidently possible to 
refer the relative to ’Ijcov Xporov, and this is the nearest name in the sentence, 
Christ is so entirely secondary in the sentence, the instrumental agent through 
whom the glory comes to God, that the ascription of glory to Him at the close 
of the whole paragraph is altogether improbable. [Kihl, like Huther, connects — 
the exhortation to sobriety and sound-mindedness, through the particle otv 
(ver. 1), with the thought of the nearness of the end. The participles and 
adjectives of the following clauses, he would regard as grammatically depend- 
ent on swdporyjoate Kal vinpare. The turn‘of thought from ver. 8 to ver. 9 is 
from forgiving love to ministering and serving love. The word yépioua (ver. 10) 
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does not refer, he thinks, to extraordinary gifts, but to the capacity to use 
one’s ordinary gifts for the service of others, and the good of the church. — 
Inasmuch as the words dia "Ijood Xpiotod (ver. 11) hold a subordinate position 
as related to the verb dogd¢yra:, which contains the principal idea, Kiihl regards 
it as impossible to refer the doxology to Christ.] 


XXII. 
Vv. 12-19. 


1. The apostle now passes to a further line of exhortation with respect to 
suffering under persecution, showing by this repeated reference, and the careful 
and solemn drawing-out of the matter, how largely this subject was occupying 
his mind. The introduction of the word dyannroi again at this place may be’ 
intended to give emphasis to the new presentation of this urgent request and 
demand. —2. The subject is opened by bidding the readers not to think it 
strange that they should meet with severe trials. The dative 77 mupdce is a 
dative used with this verb, and seems to mean até or with reference to. The 
participle y:vouevy is present, and indicates that the fiery trial is now happening, 
or coming upon them. The mipwouw is evidently here used of the persecutions, 
etc., which, as a refiner’s fire, were designed of God to be for a proving or test- 
ing of their Christian character. —3. In contrast to such a thought of these 
trials as strange, they should, so far forth as (xa#o) they participated in Christ’s 
sufferings by undergoing experiences of a similar character, rejoice in order 
that, etc.,—that is, they should be in that state of joy in their sharing of 
Christ’s sufferings which is the legitimate preparation for the joy hereafter, at 
the time of the revelation of His glory, in the participation in that glory. The 
participle dyadAwuevor, with exultant joy, gives not only a characteristic of 
the heavenly rejoicing, but also therewith an incitement to the preparation 
for it.—4. Ver. 14 adds an encouragement to obey the exhortation, which is 
founded on the proof, which their suffering in the name of Christ gives, that 
they have the Divine Spirit resting upon them. The Divine Spirit is also called 
the Spirit of glory, as we may believe, because the apostle’s thought is of the 
glory of the future as the ground of the exultant joy of the future. The Spirit 
whose characteristic is glory, and who thus can give it, rests permanently upon 
suffering followers of Christ, and thus the joy of the future is assured, because 
the glorifying process is ever going forward towards its consummation at the 
end. —5. yap of ver. 15 is best taken with Alford, as giving the ground for 
the supplied thought: “‘I say, In the name of Christ,” for it is not of the suffer- 
ing indicated in ver. 15, but of that indicated in ver. 16, that the macarism can 
be uttered and the glory now and hereafter can be predicated. —6. The peculiar 
word dAdorpioerioxotoc occurs nowhere else in the N. T., and seems somewhat 
strange as connected with such words as “ thief” and “murderer.” The connec- 
tion apparently indicates such an interfering in the way of attempted oversight, 
ete., as would be likely to provoke hostility, and thus bring violent treatment 
from the other (heathen) party upon themselves. The word mépvepyagouevor, 
which Paul uses in 2 Thess. iii. 11, is a kindred word, and is nearly, though 
perhaps not precisely, equivalent in meaning. [Kihl regards the passage from 
ver. 12 to ver. 19 as a new section with which chap. v. is closely connected, 
and the suggestions in which refer to sufferings, etc., within the church, and 
occasioned by persons who were in the membership of the church. — He regards 
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the use of the words feviZeo#e and sévov as indicating the early date of the 
Epistle, —a time when such experiences might be looked upon as strange or 
surprising. — He agrees with Huther in taking yap of ver. 15 as equivalent to 
that is to say, or namely, and not as a causal particle. ] 

4. The term xolorsavéc occurs elsewhere in the N. T. only in Acts xi. 26, 
xxvi. 28. Whether it is here used as a mere designation of the believers as 
followers of Christ, or whether, on the other hand, the idea of scorn or con- 
tempt lies in the name as used by those outside of the church, may be ques- 
tioned. The verb which follows, let him not be ashamed, may indicate the 
latter. The second of the two imperatives, let him glorify God, indicates that 
he should praise God that he is thus permitted to suffer for the sake of Christ. 
The phrase év To évouate TobT» may mean, in the sphere of this name of Chris- 
tian, or of the name of Christ. The év, in either case, means in (in the sphere 
of) in the sense of on account of.—8. The particle 67: of ver. 17 introduces the 
reference to the judgment as the ground for not being ashamed, but for glorify- 
ing God. The word xkaipéc suggests the idea of the appointed time as already 
at hand; and the writer apparently conceives of the persecutions, etc., which 
serve the end of severely trying and testing the Christians, as the beginning of 
that judgment of God which is to be consummated at the parousia, and to 
result in the final condemnation of the ungodly. He thus takes into his thought 
the whole epoch of the parousia, if it may be so designated, including the calam- 
ities, etc., preceding it, as well as the parousia itself, and its attendant events. 
This passage furnishes strong evidence, therefore, that the writer regarded him- 
self and his readers as being already in the last times. —9. The preposition a76 
conveys the idea of the moving of the judgment from its beginning-point, the 
house of God, towards the unchristian world. The same thought is presented 
in mporov ag’ juav,— The word téAo¢ means the final result, that which will be 
the issue of the judgment for the disobedient and unrighteous. — Modu, scarcely, 
apparently refers to the difficulty of passing the judgment. As Keil says, the 
believer is not free from sin before God, who tries the reins and hearts, but 
comes short of the glory of God, and cannot, therefore, base his salvation on 
his own good works and his own merits; but owes it only to the Divine grace, 
which forgives his sins, — mov gaveirac; where will he appear ? i.e., he will not 
be able to appear at all as standing before God in the judgment. This question 
is equivalent to an emphatic negative, as frequently in the Pauline Epistles. — 
10. The omission of &¢ in ver. 19 before mo7@ xtvoTH, is in accordance with the 
best authorities, and the expression gains by means of it its best form. The 
readers are exhorted in the midst of their sufferings to commit their souls in 
well-doing to a faithful Creator. These sufferings are in accordance with the 
will of their Creator; and, as they trust in Him, He will be faithful to them in 
the fulfilment of His plan for their salvation. The phrase év dyadoroiia indicates 
the sphere within which their life and action should be, as they commit them- 
selves to the protection of God; and, being placed where it is at the end of the 
sentence, and of the whole section on the matter of suffering, it emphatically 
turns the thought again to the main idea of doing good, and not evil, and thus 
leaves the impression of this idea as the final impression on the reader’s mind. 
[Kiihl thinks the words in this name may refer either to the name Christian or 
Christ, but is apparently inclined to favor the latter reference. — He regards the 
words where will he appear as indicating that the ungodly will, as Keil says, go 
away from the Divine judgment ei¢ améAecav, — He connects kal, of ver. 19 with: 
maoxovrec, and not, as Huther does, with wore. The latter construction is not 
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found in the N.T., he says. He thinks the thought here presented is in the 
sphere of the eared Christian teaching, wherein that which is specifically 
Christian sometimes, in a remarkable way, retires into the background. ] 


XXIII. 
CHAPTER VY. 
Vv. 1-7. 


1, There can be but little doubt that in ver. 1 the apostle addresses official 
elders. This is indicated both by the fact that he speaks of himself as cvumpeoi- 
tepoc, a word which can hardly apply to age only, and by what he calls upon the 
persons addressed to do, and not to do, —to tend the flock of God as shepherds, 
and to exercise oversight; and, on the other hand, not to lord it over the charge 
committed to them. On the contrary, when he addresses the vecrepo in ver. 5, 
since there were no officials bearing this designation, he must mean the younger 
in years; and by tpeoGurépoic, in the same verse, he must mean the elder in years. 
The change in the sense of tpecBurépor¢ from that of the same word in ver. 1 is 
far less improbable than the use of the adjective vedrepot to designate the 
younger ministry, or the church as contrasted with the elders. The word zpeofv- 
Tepoc, as employed in the N. T., has two meanings; the word veorepoc but one. 
We should determine the signification of the word which has a double possi- 
bility of meaning, in a case like this, by the one which has only a single mean- 
ing. —2. The exhortation to the elders to do their work is founded, by the 

particle odv, on what goes before; possibly on the idea suggested by dyafonoig 
of iv. 19, possibly on this idea as being, in 4 sense, the basis of the whole 
thought from iii. 14 onward. —3. Peter calls himself a fellow-elder, as John, in 
the second and third Epistles, speaks of himself as the elder, because in the 
essential idea of oversight, and of the tending of the flock, he was in the same 
position with the elders. In one sense, as an apostle he was above them, and in 
the exercise of a higher function; but in another, they and he were substantially 
* alike. We can hardly fail to be reminded, by the apostle’s exhortation here, of 
the bidding which Jesus gave to him after His resurrection, John xxi, 16.— 
4. That he was also a witness of the sufferings of Christ, is mentioned as a part « 
of his likeness to the other elders. This word wapric, according to the common 
use in the N. T., means rather a bearer of testimony than an eye-witness. As 
used by Peter respecting himself, however, we may believe that it carried within 
it to his own mind, and also to the minds of his first readers, the latter idea in 
connection with the former. He was one of those apostles to whom Jesus said, 
“‘ And ye also bear witness, because ye have been with me from the beginning.”’ 
— 5. The allusion to the sufferings of Christ, and the glory that shall be revealed, 
connects this passage with the closing part of chap. iv.; and this fact may indi- 
cate, that, in his exhortation to the elders to shepherd or tend the flock of God, 
he had in mind, as a thing of some prominence, the bringing them under the 
influence of thoughts such as those with the presentation of which the preced- 
ing chapter closes. [Kihl regards the first words of ver. 1 as substantially 
equivalent to: presbyters among you, i.e., if there are such among you who are 
eldest in years. He finds here an indication that Peter thought it possible that 
in many of the churches there might be no presbyters, and thus an indication 
of the early date of the Epistle. —-He regards the word pdprv¢ as not referring 
to the fact, that, as an apostle, he had been an eye-witness of the sufferings of 
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Christ, but only as meaning a witness, in the sense that he bore tesuimony of 
them. The emphasis in respect to the witnessing is found in the fact that he is 
a participator in the sufferings. — He thinks the veorepot here spoken of were a 
particular body, or class of young men, who were assigned to duties in subordi- 
nation to the elders (presbyters)]. 

6. The participle étcxorobytec is omitted by the Sinaitic and Vatican MSS., 
but is accepted by Tischendorf, R. V., and most of the best recent commen- 
tators. If read, this verse becomes one among the several passages tending to 
prove that the two titles émioxono¢ and xpeoBvrepoc belonged to the same office, 
and were, in this sense, equivalent to each other. —7. The proper discharge of 
the duty of the office of elder is set forth by means of three contrasts: the first, 
that it should be with willingness, and not by constraint; i.e., the elder should 
be moved by an inward impulse, and not by a compelling influence from outside 
of himself; the second, that it should be with the readiness and zeal of a warm- 
hearted soul (out of love to the thing itself, as Huther says), and not under the 
influence of base avariciousness (aicxpoxepda¢ is strictly equivalent to aicxpov 
xépdov yapw, Tit. i. 11, which passage Huther refers to); the third, that it should 
be with the desire of inspiring and helping the members of the churches by the 
example of their own Christian living, and not in the way of exercising authority 
and being oppressive governors. The apostle thus carefully guards against the 
idea of an authoritative priesthood, lording it over the church. The elder is to 
be a shepherd, tending the flock with a loving oversight. He is to be moved by 
no desire of authority, but to be an example to those under his pastoral charge, 
and to be moved by the noblest and most unselfish impulses only to earnest 
effort and care. — The word xAjpwr is explained as a plural correctly by Huther. 
It refers to the several congregations under the charge of the several elders. — 
8. Following the exhortation, we find the assurance of reward given to the 
elders. The reward is the d0fa, which is referred to in ver. 1. It is called here 
an amarantine crown. The adjective is explained by Huther and others as 
derived from the substantive dudpavroc, and thus as meaning strictly amaranth- 
ine. This flower was the unfading flower, and so the idea is that the crown 
or garland is to be unfading, —the glory, which is the crown, is to be endless. 
[Kiihl agrees with Huther as to the derivation and meaning of dyuapéytivoc, and 
also as to the relation of the genitive dogy¢ to orégavov, — The chief shepherd is 
Christ; under Him are the presbyters, as shepherds; the owner and lord of the- 
flock is God.] 

9. The exhortation now passes to the younger Christians, and is to the end 
of a submissive demeanor; and thus, that they should exhibit the spirit of 
humility in their relation to those who were advanced in life beyond themselves, 
This idea of humility seems to pervade the whole passage. It manifests itself 
prominently in the uydé xatakvpiedovtec of ver. 3, in the imoréynre of ver. 5, and 
in the ramewoppoobuny of the second exhortation in ver. 5. This uniting idea of 
humility may account, as Huther holds that it does, for the use of the adverb 
duoiwc, at the beginning of ver. 5. But this adverb may simply suggest, that, as 
the exhortation to fulfil appropriate duties has been given to one class, so now a 
similar exhortation to fulfil a certain other appropriate duty is given to another 
class. —10. The thought moves outward from individual classes to all, and 
the particle dé becomes thus nearly equivalent to the yea of R. V. The dative 
dAndrow seems, on the whole, to be explained satisfactorily as a dative of refer- 
ence after the expression tiv rarewopposbrvny éyxouBdcacde; but the explanation 
favored by Huther, which connects the words mavre¢ dé dAAAAoWe With the preced- 
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ing sentence, and makes ravrec, like vedrepou, the subject of the verb bmorayyre, 
is certainly a possible one, against which no serious objection can be urged. 
The suggestions made by Huther with reference to éyxouGwcaode, are probably 
to be accepted, and the word is to be rendered as in R. V.: gird yourselves with 
humility, —bind it closely about you as a garment. —11. In vv. 6, 7, the idea 
of the sufferings which the Christian readers were cailed upon to endure is again 
clearly suggested, and the course which they should take, as already set forth in 
‘iv. 19, is once more impressively urged upon their thought. The issue of all 
their sufferings would be their exaltation to glory when the appointed time should 
come; and the anxiety with which their hearts were likely to be filled, in con- 
nection with their trials and persecutions, might be laid upon God; they might 
trustfully and peacefully commit their souls to Him, their faithful Creator, 
because their welfare and salvation were a care to Him. The distinction in the 
words used here may be noticed: in the human mind, it is anxiety; in the Divine 
mind, it is care, He careth for you. — The aorist émippipartec, perhaps, conveys 
the idea of an act once for all. The whole anxiety of life was to be cast upon 
God by one great act of confidence and trust in His perpetual care of the trusting 
soul. [Kihl regards duoiwe (ver. 5) as indicating only that the exhortation of 
this verse corresponds with the one which precedes, without finding, in the 
adverb, the suggestion which Huther presents. — The connection of ver. 8 with 
ver. 7 he thinks to be this: This confidence (ver. 7) should not be like a carnal 
security, but the Christian should be, after casting his care, etc., as well as 
before, always sober and watchful (ver. 8).] : 


XXIV. 
Vv. 9-11. 


1. The thought now turns from the sufferings to the one who originates 
them by inspiring his followers to contend against the kingdom of God. The 
adversary, the Devil, is to be resisted. To this end, especially, must the 
Christian readers be sober and watchful. The Devil is represented as roaming 
about, like a wild beast, with the intent to destroy all those whom he can seize 
upon, and by the power of persecution, etc., can draw away from the Christian 
faith. The way to withstand his assaults and resist his power is, to be firm, 
established immovably, in the faith which the believer has in his soul. Faith 
is here, as elsewhere, subjective faith. R. V. text renders 77 more, in your 
faith. —2. The participle ciddre¢ is causal; it presents a ground on which they 
may thus resist the Devil, and an encouragement to do so, This ground of 
encouragement is the knowledge that the same sufferings are being accom- 
plished, —that is, are in process of being brought to their end, and to the issue 
which is designed in the plan of God for His people, — with reference to, for, 
in the case of, their Christian brotherhood in the world. The consciousness of 
the fact that the heavenly kingdom at the end is to be entered only after a 
course of testing and trial, is a strength to the Christian in every age, when he 
is called upon to endure. —3. The expression Td avra Tov madjuatwov seems to be 
used, instead of 7a aita madjuara, in order, as De Wette says, to emphasize 
peculiarly the idea of sameness. —4. The assurance and promise of the result 
and issue of the sufferings are still again set forth. The God who called you unto 
His glory will not abandon His purpose. Whom He called, these He will glorify. 
The suffering will continue oA‘yov, which seems here to refer to time, a little. 
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while; the result will be permanent. This result’ is set forth in three words, 
perfect, establish, strengthen ; or if euedaoat, which is doubtful, be admitted 
into the text, a fourth word is added, settle, as on a jirm foundation. All 
these words seem to express a single idea, and the reference of them all is, 
apparently, to the establishment of character in holiness, and against all 
assaults of enemies and of evil, rather than to the reward in glory of the 
heavenly life: God Himself will secure this result (avréc); He careth for you. 
—5. The word «paroc is peculiarly appropriate in the doxology following this 
tenth verse, and is more impressive without the doubtful word d6éa, which is 
omitted by Tisch. and Westcott and Hort, than with it. [Kuhl takes adeAporyrt 
as a dative of reference (dativ. incommodi). The doxology of ver. 11 he compares 
with that in iv. 11; but he thinks that the thought is concentrated here upon 
the idea of xparoc, by means of which God is able to accomplish what He wishes 
to bring to pass. ] 


0.4 
Vv. 12-14. 


1. In these concluding verses, the writer refers to his letter briefly, as Paul 
does sometimes at the end of his epistles, and then offers salutations from 
those with whom he was now living. Then follows the apostolic benediction. — 
2. On the words and phrases of this passage, the following suggestions may be 
offered: (a) Silvanus is, in all probability, the person of this name mentioned 
by Paul. —(b) The words @¢ Aoyifouae are more naturally connected with 7od 
moro adeAgodv, than, as Huther prefers, with 0d’ dAiywv. These words do not 
mean as I suppose, as A. V. renders, but as I account him (R. V.), or, as I 
judge or think, by reason of my knowledge of him. It is an expression of 
assurance, not of doubt. —(c) This ts the true grace of God. If we read orfre, 
as the external evidence shows that we should, it seems probable that it is an 
imperative, as R. V. takes it. If this be the true view, the word this refers 
most naturally to what precedes, and the simplest and best explanation of the 
meaning, as it appears to the writer of this note, is this: At the close of 
the epistle, the apostle looks back, as it were, over its whole thought, and he 
finds everywhere, at the foundation of it, this idea of the Divine grace. His 
epistle has been called the epistle of hope. The hope is founded on the grace. 
He says to his readers: This grace which I have set before you throughout my 
letter, the grace on which all Christian hope rests, and on which it ale: securely 
rest, is the true grace of God. ‘This I testify to you, as I exhort you. Stand 
fast and firmly in this grace. —(d) With respect to ver. 11, the writer of these 
notes would only say, that 7 ovvexAext® appears to him to designate a church, and 
not an individual, Peter’s wife, or some other Christian woman: that Babylon 
is to be understood literally, and not figuratively as if referrinetes Rome; and 
that Mark is the one spoken of in the Acts, and in the Senora Epistle to 
Timothy, and is the author of the Gospel which bears this name, —the word son 
being used here in a figurative, spiritual sense. The remarks of Huther in his 
note on this verse, and in his Introduction to the Epistle, with respect to Baby- 
ton and Rome, may be commended to the attention of the reader. But the 
question of Peter’s relation to Rome is one which requires, for its full discus- 
sion, much more space than is given to it in this commentary. Whether he 

, was ever in that city, or not, the question of the present verse is simply the 
question as to the place where this Epistle was written. [Kiihl connects @s 
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Aoyiouae with rob morod ddeAgos.—He regards sic fv orpre as an impossible 
reading, because the relative sentence must be only a further description of the 
particular xdpcc to which tabrqv refers, and cannot be of a hortatory character. — 
He thinks the word ovvexdexr# is to be understood as referring to a church, and 
this church is, as he holds, the one in Babylon, which word is to be taken in its 
literal sense, and not as a figurative or symbolic/designation of Rome. | 


THE SECOND EPISTLE OF PETER. 


XXVI. 
CHAPTER LI. 
Vy. 1-11. 


1. The salutation of this epistle is in some points like that of 1 Peter, but 
in some it is different. The differences, however, do not seem to be such as 
necessarily to suggest any difference in the authorship of the two letters. The 
addition of the name Simon, or Simeon, was not unnatural in the case of an 
old man who was drawing near his end, and, in view of it, was in a paternal 
and affectionate way addressing his readers. The addition of dodAc¢ to dréoro- 
doc, if any explanation of this is needed, may readily be accounted for in a 
similar way. That the readers should be spoken of in the more general 
manner which we observe here, instead of being described according to their 
places of abode as in 1 Peter, can hardly be regarded as occasioning difficulty, 
especially when we consider the indication in chap. iii. ver. 1.—2. The parti- 
ciple Aayodow denotes an obtaining by a divine allotment, and regards the 
Christian condition of the readers as a gift of God. Faith is subjective faith 
here, as generally in the N. T. It is simply placed in an objective relation to 
the participle. The pronoun 7uiv refers to the writer and his fellow-apostles; at 
least, this is a natural reference, and all that is necessary to meet the demands 
of the case. This pronoun, as a dative, depends on the ‘oo¢ idea in the adjec- 
tive /oériuov, and the use of this adjective seems to be occasioned by the sense 
of the value of faith to every believer, which the writer had, and the sense of 
fairness in the equal allotment to all believers as they come into possession 
of the same faith. This sense of equal allotment is carried into a more full 
expression of it by the addition of the words év d:xatoobvy, k.7.A. That dixacoodvy 
has here its ordinary, rather than its peculiar Pauline sense, is indicated both 
by the immediately preceding words with which it is connected, and by the fact 
that we do not obtain faith through justification, but justification through faith. 

The word here draws near to the idea of justice, that is, it suggests the thought 
of righteousness in its dealing equally and fairly with all, 

8. With reference to the words 70d deod 7uav Kal owrnpog ’Incot Xprorod, and 
the question whether they involve a declaration that Jesus Christ is ec, the 
reader may be referred to the Additional Note of the American editor of 
Meyer’s Commentary, Epistle to Titus, chap. ii. 13, the passage most nearly 
parallel with this, in which the arguments on both sides of the question are 
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presented. The points which are peculiar to the present passage are: (a) that 
fjucv is here placed after deod, and not after owr7poc; this pronoun cannot, there- 
fore, have a limiting and defining force for the latter noun, and thus supply the 
place of an independent article distinguishing owtnp from 6ed¢ as a different 
person; (b) that in this epistle there are four cases seemingly parallel with 
this, where the phrases 6 Kipu¢ Kai owrip, 6 Kbpto¢ Kat outhp I. Xp., or 6 Kbprog Quav 
ai cowry ’l. Xp. are used, namely, i. 11, ii. 20, iii. 2, 18, and in all these the two 
words joined by «a? under a single article, are evidently appellatives relating to 
one and the same person; (c) that, on the other hand, in the verse which 
follows the present one (ver. 2), @e0¢ and Xpiordc are evidently separated, though 
with a different arrangement of words, as two distinct persons. The different 
arrangement of the words in ver. 2 is pressed by those who claim that ver. 1 
applies the name 9¢6¢ to Christ; but the change from Oéd¢ to «bpio¢ in the pas- 
sages referred to under (b) is urged, after a similar manner, against the force of 
those passages in the argument, by those who deny this application in ver. 1. — 
In the R. V., the English revisers, both here and in Tit. ii. 13, read our God 
and Saviour (in Titus, our great God); the American revisers, on the other 
hand, adopt the other view, and read our God and the Saviour here, the great 
God and our Saviour in Tit, ii. 18. 

4, The same form of salutation, yapic¢ kai ecipnvn rAnévvOein, is found here 
which is used in 1 Peter; but the remaining words of ver. 2 are peculiar to this 
passage. ’Ev émtyvooe indicates that this grace and peace should be in and 
through the knowledge of God and of Jesus Christ. The word émyvworg seems to 
denote a more full knowledge than is meant by the simple yvaoic; but sometimes 
the two words appear to be used in substantially the same sense, and this may 
not improbably be the case here. Possibly, however, it has its full significance 
here, and the apostle may ask for his readers that grace and peace which are 
connected with the fulness of knowledge, towards which fulness, at the close 
of the Epistle, iii. 18, he exhorts them to grow. 

5. Huther regards #¢ (ver. 3) as beginning a new sentence and paragraph; 
so do Alford, Tischendorf, Keil, and others. Westcott and Hort, Lachmann, 
and others, place a comma after juov of ver. 2 (R. V., a semicolon), and con- 
tinue the sentence begun in ver. 2 to the end of ver. 4, The fact that all the 
apostolic greetings in all the other epistles are complete in themselves, and form 
a paragraph or sentence by themselves, to which Huther alludes, is a point 
worthy of consideration. It must be admitted, however, that the «ai of ver. 5 
seems to be the beginning of an independent sentence, and not to be a conclu- 
sion from the preparatory and incomplete sentence contained in vv. 3, 4. With 
some doubts, the writer of this note favors Huther’s view, believing that the 
kat dé of ver. 5 may be accounted for as an irregular construction, occasioned by 
the length and involved character of the protasis portion of the long sentence, 
and by the thought of ver. 5, as something added on the readers’ own part to 
what had been done and made possible for them by God or Christ. —6. Which- 
ever view we take of the connection of vv. 3, 4, the particle dc is best translated 
by seeing that (as R. V.). The objective reason for the exhortation in ver. 4, as 
Huther remarks, is characterized by é¢ as a subjective motive. It is the not 
unfrequent construction of @¢ with the genitive absolute. The word ravra in 
the passage introduced by ¢ is placed first for the purpose of marked emphasis. 
As the divine power has given us all things which pertain to life and godliness, we 
may well, on our part, give all diligence to develop all the virtues of the godly 
life, adding one to another and building up one upon another. —7. The refer- 
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ence of abrov seems to the writer of this note, provided we hold God and Christ 
to be distinguished from one another in ver. 1, to be rather to God than to 
Christ, to whom Huther refers it, because God is, in that case, clearly the most 
prominent subject in the preceding verses. If, however, Jesus Christ is spoken 
of as God in ver. 1, He takes the first place in the thought, and the pronoun 
naturally refers to Him. The objection which Huther urges from the improba- 
bility that the author would use the adjective divine, if he were speaking of God, 
is worthy of consideration, but can hardly be considered decisive. —8. The 
arrangement in the sentence of 1a mpdc¢ Gwyv Kal eboéBeray as related to mévra is 
noticeable. It is almost as if the writer had his thoughts so filled with a sense 
of the blessedness of piety, that he thought it to be everything, and so he said 
all things, but afterwards, bethinking himself, he added, ‘“‘I mean those which 
pertain to piety.”’ Of the two words Gw7v and evoéBerav, the former denotes the 
spiritual life of the soul, and the latter that life viewed in the light of its out- 
going towards God: piety or godliness; or perhaps, with Huther, the former is 
to be taken as conveying the idea of blessedness, and the latter, that of conduct 
as pertaining to the spiritual life. The preposition mpé¢ is used here in the 
sense of tending or leading to. These things which tend to life and piety have 
been given us by God, and we are to use and appropriate them. 

9. dedwpyuévnc is a deponent middle form, with the sense of the active. The 
gift is bestowed upon us a tH¢ éntyvooews, —this word seems to refer to that 
more full knowledge of God which belongs to the believer, as contrasted with the 
unbeliever. It is by means of this knowledge alone, that the gift, in the actual 
realization of it, is made possible to the human soul, — The one who called us is 
God, of whom this phrase is everywhere used in the N. T. — 0d d0&n¢ nat dpering 
refers to God’s déga and dper7. By means of these the call comes to us in an 
effectual way. The word dper7 is taken by Grimm and some commentators 
as meaning power. It thus becomes a kindred word to 0ofa, or perhaps an 
explanation of the particular sense in which dda is here used. As we find the 
idea of power, however, expressed in the verse by another word (dévayic), and as 
doéa in itself, in such a sentence, naturally suggests this idea, it may perhaps 
seem better to regard dpet7 as referring to God’s moral perfection, and dofa to 
His natural perfection. This accords with the view of Bengel. The glorious 
attributes of God in both lines unite in the accomplishing of His plan, which 
finds its realization in the call which brings us into the new life and the divine 
kingdom. — 10. 0’ dy (ver. 4) is more naturally referred to doén¢ at dperijc, than 
to Ta mpdc Gum Kal evo., as Huther takes it; and if, as is probable, the subject 
here is God, and not Christ, the objection made by Huther to this reference is 
removed. The very great and precious promises, which are counected with the 
full attainment of the perfected spiritual life, are given through the same glory 
_ and virtue through which the call bringing us into that life comes to us. The 
promises here referred to are perhaps best taken as including all the promises 
connected with Christ and His kingdom, —both those which were fulfilled at 
and after His first coming, and those which are to be fulfilled at and after the 
‘second coming, —11. Avi robrwv refers to émayyéAuara, This is probably the cor- 
rect view, both because of the fact that this word is the nearest and natural 
antecedent, and because of the prominence which the promises have in the 
thought of the writer. The promises have been given to us, the writer says, in 
order that, by means of them, you (the readers) may become partakers in the 
divine nature. The view of Huther, that lva yévyo0e means that you might 
become, and thus carries the participation into the present as well as the future, 
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is possibly correct, but not necessarily so. The aorist subjunctive may be used 
in such cases with no marked distinction from the present.—The expression 
divine nature refers to the spiritual nature or character of God, with its perfect 
holiness, of which through the faith and love of the Christian life we become 
partakers, in the sense that the Christian life is a communication of God to 
man. The words are to be understood of the divine nature, rather than of a 
divine nature, the definite article being unnecessary because the divine nature 
is but one. —12. The words dzogvyovtes, «.7.A., denote that which is attendant 
upon the becoming, etc., and involved in it. The man who becomes a partaker 
of the divine nature, in the sense in which the promises are intended to make 
him so, has escaped already from the corruption which is in the world in lust. 
— The preposition év before é:@vpig denotes the sphere or element in which the 
corruption in the world has its existence, its origin, and its continuance. R. V. 
translates, by lust. The corruption here referred to may be both physical and 
moral; but the connection would seem to show that the latter, rather than the 
former, 1s what the writer has especially in mind. 

18. The explanation of airé rov7o (ver. 5) given by Huther is the one more 
generally adopted by interpreters at present, —the meaning being the same as 
if the preposition 6:4 were inserted before the words. The reference in these 
words is to the main thought of vv. 3, 4; that is, that God has given all things 
that pertain to life and godliness, including the idea of the gift of the promises, 
with their purpose and design. The Christian is, in view of all this, to make 
all effort on his own part. —14. Ilapecoevéyxavrec, bringing in alongside of what 
is thus done for you, i.e., adding on your part, as R. V. renders it, all diligence. 
’"Enxyopnynjoate, furnish or supply. The Christian readers are exhorted to supply 
or provide, on their part, what corresponds to, and naturally grows out of, that 
which God bestows. The preposition év, in each of the cases in vv. 5-7, is to be 
translated in; and it marks that which is designated by the following word, in 
each case, as the condition in which the soul is supposed to be when the call is 
for a new supply, or the virtue which is already possessed, and in the possession 
of which the further development is to be carried on. The first of the points 
mentioned is faith. This is placed first, because faith is the foundation of all 
Christian life. It is assumed as existing when the Christian begins his work of 
providing the other things mentioned. The word émyopnyjoure is not prefixed 
to it, because it is obtained as a gift from God; see ver. 1, toi¢ icdrimov nuiv Aaxod- 
ow riortv, —(a) In faith, in the possession of faith, and that condition of the 
soul’s life which is indicated by it, furnish or provide virtue. —(b) The word 
virtue, as here used, seems to be nearly equivalent to Christian manliness, moral 
energy, the strength and courage of the soul: it is that which gives working- 
power to the soul, and thus gives life to faith, and perfects it on the out-going 
side, — the love side, where it develops its energy in good works. —(c) In virtue, 
knowledge is to be provided. Knowledge here means, by reason of its position 
in the order of the words, knowledge which guides and directs the working of 
faith as possessed of dper#. By the supply of this, when the soul is already év 
aperp, the character is built up and built out towards its perfect development. 
It is moved along the right course, and away from the wrong course, so far as 
all the forth-putting of the energies of faith is concerned. —(d) Next in order 
comes self-control. The putting in exercise, if we may so speak, of this guiding 
and directing knowledge, must be in accordance with the regulating power of 
self-government, or the movement of the life under the influence of the dper# 
of mori, as atfected by yveouwe, may not be restrained and well-ordered as it 
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should be. —(e) In the possession of self-control, the Christian is also to furnish 
or supply steadfast endurance. The thought seems here to comprehend all that 
goes before: faith, as putting forth all the outgrowths which have been men- 
tioned, is also to develop into this new excellence; this being the characteristic 
of faith which secures its permanence and its final reward. Steadfast endurance 
under trials, temptations, etc., is the legitimate fruit and result growing out of 
self-control. —(f) Piety or godliness is placed next to steadfast endurance.- If 
that piety which trusts and reverently regards and fears God is not the develop- 
ment of the soul’s life, when in the sphere of endurance, the truly patient and 
loving element is lost out of the latter, — that which makes it a Christian virtue, 
as distinguished from the mere courageous endurance of a man of the world. — 
(g) Piety is, according to the writer’s progress of thought, to develop into, or in 
the line of, love of the Christian brethren. This is a turning of the thought into 
a particular line, indeed; but such a turning is very natural and very character- 
istic of the apostolic writers. The movement of love to God and Christ in a 
development of itself towards that brotherhood of men, of which God is the 
Father, in a peculiar sense, and Christ is the head, was brought to the minds of 
all the apostles by the last command of Jesus, given to them on the evening 
of the Lord’s Supper, and was, no doubt, made to appear always of peculiar 
importance to them by reason of the circumstances and condition in which the 
company of believers was then placed. —(h) Brotherly love is now widened into 
love, which here, as it would seem, must mean love to all men. The virtues 
named grow, each one of them, out of the one already attained, and the develop- 
ment in the line of holy character and life is first God-ward, and then man-ward. 

15. Vv. 8, 9, are introduced as giving a reason, set forth on the positive and 
negative side, for the exhortation to supply these virtues with all diligence. It 
is an added reason, beyond the one indicated by aird rovro of ver. 5 and con- 
tained in vv. 3, 4; but it does not stand in precisely the same relation to the 
thought of vv. 5-7. As connected with vv. 38, 4, the writer exhorts (vv. 5-7) his 
readers to do their part in the cultivation of character, because God has, on 
His part, done so much to make it possible for them to become like Himself. 
As connected with vv. 8, 9, he exhorts them (vv. 5-7) to cultivate the character 
in the line of these virtues, because these virtues help them onward in and 
towards that knowledge of the Lord Jesus Christ, which is the means of realiz- 
ing the participation in the Divine nature to which they are called of God. — 
16. With reference to the words in wv. 8, 9, the following points may be noticed: 
(a) mAeovafovta, if taken in the sense given by Brickner, Wiesinger, Alford, and 
others, multiplying, increasing, becoming more, may perhaps follow somewhat 
more naturally the suggestion of development and growth which is contained in 
vv. 5-7. But the simple idea of abounding, which Huther favors, is all that the 
verb necessarily implies, and the other meaning cannot be insisted upon. — 
(b) apyot¢ and dxaprovg seem to be substantially equivalent to each other, only 
presenting the common idea under different figures or relations. —(c) «adistnow 
—This passage shows clearly the use of this verb in the sense of rendering or 
making, or, at least, of that setting of a person or thing in a position and condi- 
tion in which he, or it, actually is by reason of that which belongs to the nature 
or life, and which comes out of it. The bearing of this instance of the use of 
the verb in the important passage, Rom. v. 19, is worthy of consideration. — 
(d) ei¢ is the preposition looking towards an end. The knowledge of Christ is 
the end towards which the activity and fruitfulness of the Christian life tend. — 
(e) ydép of ver. 9 is used where we might have expected dé; by the use of this 


770 ADDITIONAL NOTES BY THE AMERICAN EDITOR. 


particle here, as in some other similar instances in the N. T., the negative side 
of the matter is made a proof of the positive side. —(f) The correspondence of 
éorw with Kkadcorgjow, as indicating the meaning of the latter word, should not 
be overlooked. —(g) pvordtuv seems to be added as a sort of limitation and 
explanation of tugad¢: he is blind in the sense that, and because, he is short- 
sighted, — seeing only what is near, and not the distant realities of the heavenly 
life, ete. —(h) The cleansing of his old or former sins is that which was given 
him personally at the beginning of the Christian life. —17. Ao points back to 
vv. 8, 9, and on the ground of what has been presented in those verses the exhor- 
tation of ver. 10 is given. This exhortation, though not precisely the same as 
that in vv. 5-7, is evidently in the same line, and, substantially, to the same end. 
For this reason, perhaps, the writer uses the word o7ovdacare, corresponding 
with orovdjv of ver. 5. The word pudddov connects itself with the two opposite 
facts or results stated in the immediately preceding verses; according to the 
quotation given by Alford, yuae cum ita sint, impensius. —18. The explanation 
of the word election here, which is given by Huther, seems to the writer of this 
note to be very probably the correct one, and for the reasons which he suggests. 
The éxAoy “is the election effected by the «Ajo [not that which precedes it], 
i.e., the separation of those who are called from the world, and the translation 
of them into the kingdom of God.’’ —19, The thought of ver. 11, which closes 
the paragraph, reminds us of the latter part of vv. 3, 4, the promises and their 
final design, and brings before us the fulfilment of the purpose of those promises 
in the entrance into the eternal kingdom of Christ. The connection with vv. 5-7 
is also manifest. As the Christian ‘‘supplies”’ the virtues in the development 
of the Christian life, Christ ‘‘supplies’’ the consummation at the end. 


XXVII. 
Vv. 12-21. 


1, A‘é of ver. 12 points back to ver. 11, i.e., to tadra mowdvrec, which points 
to omovddoare Be3aiav . . . moeiofar, As the taking of this course on their part 
was the means of securing the entrance into the kingdom which is spoken of, 
the writer is impelled, on account of this fact, to remind and exhort the readers. 
The form of expression which he uses, if the reading adopted by the best textual 
critics is correct (ueAAjow), is quite peculiar, being found elsewhere in the N. T. 
but once in a similar construction, The reading of the T. R. (dueAqow) would 
seem, at first sight, more simple and natural. The external evidence, however, 
is strongly opposed to this reading. Perhaps the rendering given by R. V. for 
pedajow, I shall be ready, fully meets the idea of the word, but there may be 
somewhat more of purpose and intention in it, I shall have it in mind. Huther 
apparently regards the compound expression peAAjnow bmoutuvpokew as a mere 
circumlocution for the simple future. The things respecting which the writer 
affirms that he shall have the intention or the readiness, on all occasions, to 
remind them, are those presented in vy. 4-11. The reason for this intention or 
readiness, so far as he is personally concerned, is set forth in the later verses 
of the chapter. This action on his part is not, indeed, necessary, as if the 
readers were unacquainted with the gospel or weak in their convictions; but he 
feels it to be fitting, and he has the impulse towards it, notwithstanding the 
fact that they were altogether in the opposite condition. The apostolic exhor- 
tations are sometimes given because of the failures and the very imperfect 
development of Christian life and character which were seen in the churches. 
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Sometimes, on the other hand, as is the case here, they were not given for this 
reason. They were given, rather, for the purpose of impelling forward by a 
stronger incentive, or by a renewed and earnest suggestion of the truth, those 
who had already a firm standing in the truth. The words used here, and the 
manner in which this putting them in remembrance of what they knew is set 
forth, are such as might be expected in the case of a man in advanced life, who 
was looking forward to his death as near at hand. —2. The particle dé at the 
beginning of ver. 13 is the and of continuous discourse, rather than the adversa- 
tive but. The contrast with the clause immediately preceding, eidérac, x.7.2., 
which is supposed by some to be indicated. by the particle, is not to be regarded 
as occasioning its use. This contrast is, as shown by the kaizep, with the begin- 
ning of ver. 12; and ver. 13 unites itself with this earlier clause of the twelfth 
verse. The adjective d/cavov means right: in accordance with what ought to be. 
I shall have the intention or readiness always to remind you, and I think it 
right that I should remind you. — deyeipe, to thoroughly waken up, stir up; é 
tyouvnoet, in the sphere of, in the way of, reminding. 

3. Ver. 14 gives the subjective reason for the 7yotua Sixasov, because I know. 
It was his knowledge of the approach of his death, —his consciousness of the 
fact of its nearness or its suddenness, — which made the apostle feel that it was 
right for him to be ready always to press the truths and duties upon his Chris- 
tian brethren, no matter how well they might be acquainted with them. As 
for the meaning of ray.wh, there is a difference of opinion on the question 
whether the word here means soon or sudden. Perhaps the rendering of R. V., 
which cometh swiftly, which takes hold upon both ideas, may best satisfy the 
demands of the case. The reference in the clause beginning with kxa@w¢ is, in 
all probability, to what Jesus said to Peter in John xxi. 18. In that passage 
there is an allusion to a death by violence, and nothing further. The prophecy 
of such a death might suggest the idea of suddenness; but it would not, in itself, 
suggest that of nearness. Nevertheless, when we consider the form of expres- 
sion which Jesus used, ‘‘when thou shalt be old,’’ etc.,— we may readily see 
how Peter, after he had become old, might, on the ground of this expression, 
refer to his death as impending in the near future. —4. Aé «ai of ver. 15, more- 
over also. The connection is evidently with the thought of vv. 12, 13; not only 
will he endeavor to waken up their remembrance of these things by repeating 
them as occasion may offer, but he will give diligence (orovdaow, comp. vv. 5, 10) 
that they may, on every occasion, be able to call them to remembrance after his 
decease. ‘Exdorore, on each occasion as it arises. This word, as Huther and 
other commentators hold, is to be united with éyew,—5, The particle yup of 
ver. 16 introduces the reason for onovdaow, and through this, as we may say, 
more remotely for all that he has said of his desire and purpose to put them in 
remembrance, from ver. 12 onward. The consciousness of the truth of the facts 
and teachings which they proclaimed, was the underlying reason of the earnest 
proclamation of them which the apostles made. 

6. The word pbGo1¢ probably finds its main force in the contrast which it 
' presents to the idea set forth by the words eye-witnesses of His majesty. It may 
be, however, —and this view would seem to be not unreasonable, — that, as Dr. 
Lumby remarks, the apostle refers, in these fables, ‘‘to the heathen stories of 
the appearance of the gods among men, or to some of the Gnostic figments con- 
cerning emanations from the Divinity.’’ Of course, if the Epistle is by Peter, 
and his death is to be placed before the year 70, the ‘‘ Gnostic figments’’ must 
be developments in that line which were not beyond those which are, perhaps, 
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discoverable in the Epistle to the Colossians or the Pastoral Epistles. —'. The 
words divayec and mapovoia, since the latter is regularly used of the second com- 
ing, are both of them probably to be explained of the exalted and triumphant 
state of Christ, and not of His earthly life. These words do not refer to the 
Transfiguration scene; but the fact that Peter and his two fellow-apostles were 
eye-witnesses of His majesty, as then exhibited, gives the apostle the assurance 
that His power and coming are facts of the future. —8. The fact that the 
scene here spoken of is referred to as being on the holy mountain, and that 
the words, This is my beloved Son, etc., are given, which were heard at that time, 
is decisive evidence that the writer refers to the Transfiguration, The word 
peyaretornc, therefore, is used to designate that visible manifestation of the glory 
of Christ which was witnessed by Peter, James, and John, at that time. The 
writer speaks of himself and his fellow-apostles as having been énomra, a word 
which possibly refers, as Huther also allows, to the scene as involving a witness- 
ing of what was hidden from others, a vision of the mysterious grandeur and 
glory of Christ. As the verb émorrevevy is found twice in the First Epistle of 
Peter without any special meaning of this sort, it may be that the substantive 
is used here with the simple idea expressed by the verb in those instances, and 
has no significance as connected with its use as a terminus technicus.—9. Ver. 17 
is introduced by y¢p as giving, in connection with ver. 18, the justification of 
the words of ver. 16, yao being causal (for), as in ordinary cases, rather than 
explanatory (that is), as Huther takes it. The construction, also, is better taken 
as Winer takes it substantially, than as Huther takes it. The simplest explana- 
tion seems to be this, that the writer gives, in ver. 18, the conclusion of the 
participial sentence of ver. 17, the fact on which he wished to lay stress, — 
the construction being changed either purposely or accidentally. The fact 
which he wishes to present is, that he himself and his fellow-apostles heard the 
voice from heaven which followed the manifestation of the glory; and thus 
the evidence of the hearing of the words was added to that of the vision. — 
10. The genitive absolute, owvi¢ tvexbetonc, is explanatory of the honor and glory, 
but is perhaps best taken as indicating time: when there came, or was borne, a 
voice of such a sort (as that mentioned in the following words) to him from or 
by the majestic glory. —11. And this voice we heard borne out of heaven: This 
is the point on which the writer would lay emphasis, as connected with the 
evidence, that in making known the power and coming of Jesus he was not 
following cunningly-devised fables. The and at the beginning of ver. 18 con- 
nects the hearing of the voice with the fact of its utterance. — On the expression 
the holy mount, Alford justly says: ‘‘De Wette is partly right when he says that 
this epithet ‘holy’ shows a later view of the fact than that given us in the 
evangelistic narrative; but not right when he designates that later view as 
wundergldubigere (more ready to believe in miracles). The epithet would 
naturally arise when the gospel history was known, as marking a place where 
a manifestation of this Divine presence and glory had taken place. The place 
whereon Moses stood, is said, in Exodus, to be holy ground. So that really all 
we can infer from it is, that the history was assumed to be already well known; 
which is one entirely consistent with the probable date of the Epistle.” 

12. Aye 19-21 add to what precedes a setting-forth of the prophetic evidence, 
or declaration. In this passage there are several points which may be particu- 
larly noticed as bearing upon the interpretation: (a) The question as to what 
the xat at the beginning of ver. 19 connects the passage with, must depend, in 
some measure, on the explanation of the several words in the passage. The 
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connection, however, when we consider this question by itself, would seem 
almost necessarily to be either between éyouev (ver. 19) and éyvupioaper of ver. 16, 
or 7kovoauev of ver. 18. The latter would appear to be the more correct view, 
because the writer seems to be moving in his thought along the line of the proof 
of the fact, that what is proclaimed by the apostolic preachers is the truth. — 
(b) BeBat6repov, by reason of its position, is evidently predicative: we have the 
prophetic word more sure. The question as to what, in the thought of the 
writer, follows these words, more sure, is left by him in uncertainty, and conse- 
quently cannot be answered with absolute confidence. It would seem, however, 
from the emphasis placed upon the word by its position, and from the close 
connection of the sentences, that the writer’s meaning is a more sure proof than 
the one already mentioned. If this is the right view, the prophetic declarations 
of the O. T., which are fulfilled in Christ, are regarded and set forth by the 
writer as an evidence of even greater strength and certainty than that of 
the vision on the mountain. This may be readily believed, because the long 
course of prophecies fulfilled, which could be understood and appreciated by 
every Christian for himself, would carry the greatest weight. The hearing of 
the voice came to a few, and was the evidence of one event to which they bore 
testimony. The fulfilment of prophecy was the realization in fact of God’s 
revelations respecting His plan. This interpretation accords well with all that 
follows, and is free from the objections which may be urged against other expla- 
nations of the meaning. If it be not adopted, the one to be preferred is that of 
De Wette and others, ‘‘the prophetic word is more stable to us from the fact 
that we saw and heard.’? —(c) The words of ver. 19, which speak of the lamp 
shining, etc., are to be explained in view of the fact that the readers are called 
upon to give heed to this light in the present, and until a clearer light shall come 
in the future; and that this clearer light is spoken of under the figure of ‘the 
dawn and the day-star. The meaning of the words would thus seem to be: that 
the light of prophecy, as pointing to Christ and fulfilled in Him, should be the 
illumination and guide of their souls, until the beginning of that time when 
every thing should be made clear. The fulness of this time is the parousia ; the 
beginning of it is the near approach of that period, when the signs of the final 
and complete redemption are made manifest beyond doubt. — 138. Ver. 20 
presents that which would strengthen the readers in their giving heed to the 
prophetic word, and which, at the same time, constituted a reason for it. The 
explanation of this verse given by Huther is the best and most satisfactory one: 
No prophecy of Scripture arises out of, or depends on, private (of him who 
utters the prophecy) interpretation of the future. This explanation satisfies 
the demands of the sentence itself, and brings it into most natural and easy 
connection with what follows. The yap of ver. 21 gives the ground justifying 
the statement of ver. 20; and this ground is, that the prophecies were given not 
by the will of man, but by the inspiring power of God. This proves that the 
prophecy, in any and every case, does not arise out of the interpretation of 
the future which the prophet makes for himself; and so, as being not humanly, 
but divinely, originated, it demands for itself the most careful and constant 
consideration and regard. — The explanation given by Grimm and others: ‘‘ No 
one can explain prophecy by his own mental power (it is not a matter of subjec- 
tive interpretation); but to explain it one needs the same illumination of the 
Holy Spirit in which it originated,” suits the words of the sentence itself, and 
is consistent with what follows; but the connection with ver. 21 is not so simple 
and natural as in the case of the other explanation. 
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XXVIII. 
CHAPTER IL. 
Vv. 1-11. 


1. The opening verses of this chapter seem to form a sort of contrast to the 
closing ones of the preceding chapter. Besides, and in contrast with, the true 
prophets of the O. T. times, there arose also among the people of Israel false 
prophets. This connection of the chapters accounts for the placing the state- 
ment respecting the O. T. false prophets in the principal part of the sentence. 
If the main thought and purpose of the passage are considered, it is evident that 
the statement concerning the false teachers is the one of most importance, and 
the one for which the verse is introduced. In this view of the verse, the first 
clause should have been opened by the particle as, or according as, and the ¢ 
of the second clause should have been replaced by oitwe, —2. With respect to 
the word wpevdodidéoxadot, the view of Huther, with whom Keil also agrees, is 
probably to be preferred, ‘‘ persons who falsely give themselves out as teachers.” | 
The fact that they are also teachers of what is false, is plainly declared in the 
clause which immediately follows this word. It is said of these teachers, that 
they shall be, not that they are, and that they shall privily bring in, etc., mapeto- 
agovowv; while, in Jude, it is said that they have already crept in unawares or 
privily, mapstoedvoay, This difference is one which can be most readily accounted 
for, if Jude be regarded as the later writer of the two. That which it is said 
that they will introduce, is called aipésere, This passage seems to be the one 
which favors, more than any other in the N. T., the view that this word was 
used in the sense of heresy within the period of the apostolic writers. It is, 
however, at the most, only somewhat probable that this meaning should be 
given here. As these persons enter into the church life by a side gateway, as 
it were, and in a secret manner, so they may be properly said to introduce 
into the church, in the same side and secret manner, those divisions which 
result from their entrance and influence. The genitive azwAciac, on either sup- 
position as to the meaning of aipécec, is a descriptive genitive which sets forth 
the objective relation: which tend or lead to destruction. —3. It may be fairly 
questioned whether the view, that dpvobpevor is equivalent to this participle with 
éoovrat, is not as free from difficulties as that which takes «ai as equivalent to 
even, and holds to a double participial construction. By regarding dpvoby. as a 
verb, the sentence is made a simple one, the «ai being the connecting particle 
and. If neither of the participles can be taken as equivalent to a verb, the view 
of Huther is doubtless to be adopted. With Huther’s view of xa? dpvovu., there 
is a certain additional probability derived from these words, which seem thus to 
become explanatory, that aipécee is used in the sense of heretical opinions 
or doctrines. But no decisive argument could be drawn from this source, — 
4. There seems to be an intentional emphasis in the use of dméAeav at the end 
of ver. 1, as related to the dtwAeiac which precedes. They bring upon them- 
selves the destruction to which the aipéoe¢ introduced by them into the church 
naturally lead. This destruction will be, in their case, sudden. 

5. Ver. 2 adds the result of what these teachers do, in the action of others. 
If we regard Jude as the later writer, we may explain the introduction of the 
word doeAyeiai¢ by the commentary, as it were, which Jude gives. Jude says 
(ver. 4), Turning the grace of God into lasciviousness, and denying, etc. These 
followers are led by that teaching which makes grace an incitement to indul- 
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gence in sin, to imitate their teachers in such indulgence. Av’ ob¢ probably 
refers to the moAdoi. The writer’s purpose is to describe the teachers and their 
evil influence; and the setting forth of this following on the part of many, on 
account of whom (i.e., of whose following thus) the way of the truth will be 
evil spoken of, serves to show what this evil influence is. —6. Ver. 3 describes 
the false teachers as moved by covetousness, and trying to ‘‘make merchandise” 
of the Christians by feigned words, i.e., as Huther well explains mAaoroic, deceit- 
Sully-invented words. This verse seems to show that ver. 2 is intended rather 
to form a part of the description of the teachers and their work, than to speak 
of the followers in and for themselves alone. —7. The difference between ver. 3) 
and Jude ver. 4 will be noticed. It may perhaps be said with propriety, that, of 
the two writers, the later one would more naturally speak of the false teachers, 
after they had appeared, as npoyeypappévor eig 7d kpiua tovto, This cannot, how- 
ever, be insisted upon. 

8. Ver. 4 introduces the examples from the O. T., ete., by way of direct 
proof of what has just been said (yap). In Jude, the examples are evidently 
intended to serve the same purpose, but they are introduced more formally, 
and, as it were, independently. The passage is also carried forward in the way 
of condition (e/) and conclusion, instead of being presented, in this respect also, 
in a more complete independence, as Jude gives it. As to the examples them- 
selves in the two Epistles, see Note on Jude, ver. 5 ff. (a) The first example 
in this Epistle corresponds with the second one given in Jude. In the presen- 
tation of it, the writer simply speaks of the angels referred to as having sinned, 
without alluding to the special fact mentioned in the other Epistle. The state- 
ment of what befell them is substantially the same, — that they are reserved in 
darkness for judgment. The chief peculiarity of Peter’s expression is found 
in the word taprapwoac. The word Tartarus is held by some to be equivalent to 
Gehenna, by others (as Huther) to mean an intermediate place of punishment. 
The latter view is perhaps the more correct one. — (b) The second example does 
not correspond with the first in Jude, but seems to occupy its place. If 1 Pet. 
iii. 19 is explained of the preaching of Christ through Noah, there may be some 
connection between this passage and that one; but evidently there is a reference 
in 1 Peter to something more than is here presented. —(c) The third example 
answers to the third in Jude. The presentation of this example is, however, 
quite different in its details from that which Jude gives; especially, in that the 
characterization of the sins of Sodom and Gomorrah is less particular in Peter, 
and, also, in that the case of Lot is set forth here, as it is not in Jude. Peter 
takes pains to bring out the deliverance of the righteous, as well as the punish- 
ment of the wicked, while Jude limits himself to the latter; see ver. 9 of this 
chapter. — The word re¢paoag seems to indicate the way in which the condemna- 
tion was inflicted, or possibly a fact attendant upon the condemnation. Huther 
appears to be correct in regarding xataotpoo7 as the dative of reference. The 
statement with respect to the condemnation may be indicative of Jude’s mean- 
ing in the corresponding passage (ver. 7), namely, that the eternal fire there 
referred to is the fire which destroyed Sodom, and not the fire of Gehenna. — 
9. The words of ver. 9 form the apodosis of the conditional passage covering 
vy. 4-8; and in the development of the main thought, the yap of ver. 4 belongs 
with the idea expressed in oidev, «.7.2., of ver. 9. The whole matter of these 
examples, therefore, which results in the establishment of the proposition of 
ver. 9, is connected, through this resulting conclusion, with ver, 3b, as a proof 
(yap, ver. 4) of the statement that the judgment of these false teachers does 
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not linger or slumber. The manner in which the thought of ver. 10 is intro- 
duced, as compared with Jude, ver. 8, is somewhat strikingly indicative of the 
differences between the two Epistles, which are found in connection with 
the marked correspondences. On the general idea of the passage, see note on 
Jude, ver. 8 ff. —10. On ver. 11, see note on Jude, ver. 9. The expression 
greater in might and power means, probably, greater than men; that is, than 
these persons of whom the writer is speaking. This is the natural suggestion 
of the sentence, rather than greater than other angels, which is Huther’s 
explanation. 


XXIX. 
Vy. 12-22. 


j. At ver. 12, the thought turns to the more detailed presentation of these 
false teachers in their immorality, etc. The difference between this Epistle and 
that of Jude, in these verses, consists largely in the greater detail here, and the 
greater emphasis of denunciation in Jude. This latter element in Jude possibly 
points to a later date for the Epistle; a time when what was looked forward to 
in Peter’s words was actually realized in Jude’s surroundings. The severity of 
Jude’s language in vv. 10-13 is almost unequalled in any writing. — 2. Of the 
words in the passage, the following are found in exactly or nearly the same form 
in both Epistles: dioya Goa ; puorkd (Koc, Jude); év ole dyvooiow Biracdnuodvtec (boa 
ovx oldacw BAaconuodrvtec, Jude); év tH Popa adrdv Kal PPapHjoovtat (év TovTOLWG POEi- 
povrat, Jude); omido: (omtAudec, Jude); anarace or dyanawe (dyarac, Jude); ovvevw- 
xotiuevor; the reference to Balaam, with the idea of hire; ryyat avudpou (vedéAat 
avvdpot, Jude); ouixvaas rd Aaidaroc éAavvouevae (vedédue bnd dvewwv rapagvepduEvat, 
Jude); ol¢ 6 Gipoc tod oxdrove (ei¢ aidva, Jude) teTApyTaL; brépoyxa, The parts 
peculiar to Peter are as follows: (a) the word yeyevvnuéva following ddoya Goa 
and connected with @vovnd: born mere animals, or connected with ec, «.7.2.: born 
to dAwote according to their nature, —ei¢ GAwow is to be regarded as passive in 
sense, to be taken and destroyed ; (b) the peculiar variation in the representation 
that they will be destroyed: Jude saying that they rail at what they know not, 
and what they understand naturally, like the irrational creatures, in these things 
they are destroyed ; while Peter has: as irrational creatures, railing in matters 
whereof they are ignorant (they) shall in their destroying surely be destroyed. 
The form in Peter has here possibly the appearance of a later working-over of 
the sentence, but no positive affirmation can be made; the explanation of gGopa 
as destruction, rather than the active destroying, is probable to be preferred ; 
(c) the phrase Kouwobpyevor (adixovuevor) yuo0dv ddixiac. The reading here is doubt- 
ful, but the word dd:Kcovuevoe gives no very satisfactory meaning, since the 
suffering of wrong or injustice, as the reward for doing the same, seems scarcely 
to be an idea which the author would express with regard to fecae persons; and 
that the words are not suited to express the general idea of experien cing evil as 
the reward for doing it to others, is shown by Huther in his foot-note, in which 
he comments on Hofmann’s view. —(d) #dovav hyobpevor tiv év huépa tpvonv. The 
explanation given by Huther to év juépa, referring it to the present life as con- 
trasted with the future, seems to the writer of this note improbable, because 
some other and less doubtful expression would have been at the author’ Ss com- 
mand, had he wished to set forth this idea. It seems more simple to make the 
words mean, as in A. V. and R. V., in the daytime, extending their indul- 
gences and pleasures into the working time (the day), as well as the quiet and 
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resting time (the night).—(e) On omiAor, omAddec, dmaratc, dydnralc, see notes on 
Jude, ver. 12. The word évtpuddytec is added in Peter. 

(f) Ver. 14. The several phrases of this verse, which are not found in J ude, 
serve to set forth the sensuality, covetousness, and evil and enticing influence 
of the false teachers. The sensual character of these men is referred to, however, 
by Jude, though not in this immediate connection. — (g) The compressing of 
the statement with respect to Balaam, and the addition, as if by way of compen- 
sation, of the cases of Cain and Korah, may suggest that Jude worked over, and 
worked on the foundation of, what Peter says. On the alleged discrepancy in the 
last words respecting the case of Balaam, which is the chief difficulty connected 
with the passage, Alford remarks: ‘* A discrepancy has been discovered between 
this and the Mosaic account, seeing that it was the angel, and not the ass, from 
whom the rebuke came, the ass haying merely deprecated ill-treatment at 
Balaam’s hands. But the apostle evidently regards not so much the words 
of the rebuke uttered, as the miraculous fact, as being the hinderance. It was 
enough to prevent his going onward, when the dumb animal on which he rode 
was gifted with speech to show him his madness.’? —(h) Ver. 17 corresponds 
with vv. 12d, 13, of Jude; but, evidently, Jude draws out the description more 
extendedly, and sets it forth with a much stronger denunciatory emphasis. 
Peter presents in two figurative expressions the empty and restless character of 
the false teachers. Jude has four such expressions, adding to what Peter says 
a picturing of their useless and destructive character; see note on Jude, ver. 13. 
— (zt) The words, uttering great swelling words of vanity, are placed in a different 
. connection from that in which Jude puts the nearly corresponding words of his 

ver. 16. Jude inserts before the passage containing these words, the quotation 
from Enoch’s prophecy, and seems to make a new beginning, as it were, of his 
description with the verse of which these words constitute a part. In his six- 
teenth verse, Jude represents the teachers as walking after their own lusts; 
Peter represents them as enticing in the lusts of the flesh, by lasciviousness, 
those who are just escaping from those who live in error, and adds the words, 
promising them liberty, while they themselves are bond-servants of corruption. 
Peter thus sets forth their action and evil influence as regards others, while Jude 
speaks only of their own personal life and behavior. The indication of this pas- 
sage is rather towards the working-over in Peter of what is found in Jude, than 
the opposite. — (j) At ver. 20 the two writers cease to move together, and Peter 
joins what he says in this verse very naturally to what has just been declared 
in ver. 19. There can be but little doubt that Huther is correct, as against 
Hofmann, with regard to the reference of droguyovtec, k.7.A., of ver. 20, to the 
false teachers. The writer adds these verses as setting forth the idea of destruc- 
tion in the case of these men, to which he had alluded in other terms before this 
point. This passage corresponds in some measure, so far as the matter of fall- 
ing away is concerned, with those in Heb. vi. 4-6, x. 26 ff., and is perhaps more 
difficult of explanation, in this respect, than either of those passages. — (k) The 
word righteousness, in ver. 21, is to be understood in its ordinary, not its peculiar 
‘Pauline or forensic, sense. It means the actual righteousness belonging to the 
true Christian life, as év7oA7 means here the commandment appertaining to that 
life, its moral law. As the writer in Ellicott’s Commentary for English Readers 
says: ‘‘ That which in a doctrinal point of view is ‘the way of truth’ (ver. 2 of 
this chapter), is in a moral point of view ‘the way of righteousness.’ ”’ 

The question as to the priority in time which arises respecting the Epistle 
of Jude and this Epistle is, so far as it is connected with this chapter, one of 
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much difficulty; but to the writer of this note, the probability, on the whole, — 
as the several verses are carefully compared, —seems to be on the side of the 
priority of 2 Peter. 


xXxXxX., 
CHAPTER III. 
Vv. 1-7. 


1. The third chapter constitutes, as Huther says, a third section of the 
Epistle, which is directed against the deniers of Christ. At the same time, 
there is an evident and close connection with what immediately precedes; and 
_ what the writer has now to say, belongs in that general line of description of the 
false teachers and doubters to which the Epistle is so largely devoted. —2. It is 
evident that the writer refers in ver. 1 to the fact that he had already addressed 
another letter to the readers. This reference does not, of course, necessarily 
point to 1 Peter as the other letter; but, when taken in connection with the 
allusions to himself as the apostle, there can be no question that, in the use of 
the expression employed here, the writer means to indicate that Epistle as the 
earlier one. —8. The object or design which the writer has in view in the two 
Epistles, he declares to be that to which he has already given expression by the 
use of the same phrase, Seyeipe év brouvgoet, in chap. i. ver. 13, together with 
the words dependent on this phrase. It is to be observed that the clauses begin- 
ning with rovro mpatov yivooxovte¢ contain what is subordinate to the remembrance, 
ete., and thus, what is not the contents of the design, if this expression may be 
allowed, but, at the most, a secondary element connected with it. There is, 
therefore, nothing in the setting forth of the design of the Epistle here which is 
inconsistent with the design for which the First Epistle of Peter was written. 

4. The more particular statement of this design is contained in the words of 
ver. 2, that you should remember, etec.; these words, however, are not to be 
limited to the matter of the rising-up of doubters and mockers, but they refer to 
the more general idea of the teachings of Christ and the apostles. The things 
which they should remember are described as the words of the prophets (of the 
O. T., as we must believe) and the commandment of the Lord. The meaning 
of this compound phrase must be determined, as it would seem, by the principal 
word contained in it. This word, evidently, is évroAjc, which cannot justly be 
regarded as exhausted by the idea of the following verse, but must, at the least, 
include what Huther speaks of, ‘‘the command to lead a Christian life in expec- 
tation of the second coming of Christ.’? Perhaps it may have an even more 
extended meaning than this, and may cover the whole sphere of Christian duty, 
though this is less probable. The prophetic word also, as may be seen in i. 19, 
relates to the glory and majesty of Christ, which are to be fully realized, indeed, 
at and after His second coming, but which are manifested, before that time, in 
the course of the development of the kingdom which He is carrying forward, 
While there is more, therefore, of the thought of the second coming in this 
Epistle than in the first, the great thought of both bears upon that which is 
only consummated and perfected at that time. 

5. With respect to the words of ver, 2, the reader may be referred to the 
note on the corresponding passage in Jude (ver. 17). The similarity and dis- 
similarity in the expressions here used, as compared with what we find in that 
verse, are equally striking. Here only, we have the allusion to the prophets 
the word zpoeipyuévwr, which in Jude is applied to the apostles’ words, bere 
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here used of those spoken by them. The position of the phrase respecting the 
prophets, before that which relates to Christ and the apostles, makes it sub- 
stantially certain that the O. T. prophets are meant. This is confirmed, also, 
by the allusion to the O. T. prophets in i. 19, in connection with the reference 
to the apostles in i. 16-18. — The expression which is here used of the apostles 
is also peculiar, as compared with what is found in Jude. According to all the 
best authorities, tu» should be read here. But whether we read tuov, or with 
T. R. 7u@v, the position of the word in the sentence is different from that in 
Jude, and this difference is one of much importance. In Jude, the pronoun is 
placed after xvpiov, and by reason of this fact the apostles are spoken of in the 
third person, in such a way as apparently to set them altogether apart from 
the writer himself. In this Epistle, on the other hand, the pronoun is con- 
nected with drocrojwy, If the true reading is tudr, as it doubtless is, your 
apostles, it may indeed point to the apostles as distinct from himself, but the 
expression is not inconsistent with a reference to himself as one of the number. 
If juév is the correct reading, and the meaning is as given in the A. V., he 
places himself among the apostolic company. It is only when we read jor, 
and make it dependent on droordAwy, that he certainly excludes himself: our 
apostles. While, therefore, it is possible, with either reading, that there is an 
indication here that the author was not an apostle, it is only possible, while in 
Jude the most natural understanding of the words points to such a conclusion. 
— The peculiar expression, ‘‘ the-of-your-apostles-commandment of the Lord 
and Saviour,” is to be accounted for, probably, by the desire which the writer 
had to represent the commandment, with a certain emphasis, as being both from 
the Lord and from the apostles, in contrast with the words of the O. T. proph- 
ecies which had been spoken by the prophets. The words tay drooréduy budv 
are a kind of ‘adjective phrase belonging to évroAjc, and in respect to prominence 
are secondary to Tov Kupiov Kul owrhpoc; the meaning being the commandment of 
the Lord and Saviour communicated to you by or through your apostles. 

6. The correspondence of ver. 3 with Jude, ver. 18, will be noticed, and it 
will be observed that the language in Peter is such as may naturally describe a 
future which lies beyond the time of the writing of the epistle, while in Jude 
the expression is most naturally understood as a reference to a past foretelling 
of events then future, but now partly or wholly realized.—7. Ver. 4 presents 
a special matter which is not alluded to in Jude. The doubt respecting the 
coming of the Lord, because of the fact that the fathers had died, and no 
change or sign of the end had been seen,'could only belong to a time, as it 
would seem, near the close of the apostolic period, or later than that epoch. It 
will be noticed, indeed, that the time of the appearance of these doubters is 
placed in the future, by the verb which is used. Ver. 5, however, seems to refer 
to them as already, in some sense and measure at least, present in or around the 
church. If we are to infer from ver. 5 that the future time mentioned had 
already come, this passage suggests a difficulty in placing the epistle within the 
lifetime of Peter, in case his death occurred at a date very near the time of 
Paul’s death. But perhaps we are not obliged to interpret the passage in this 
way. That doubters as to the second coming may have lived as early as the 
year 68, is by no means impossible, but the placing of the ground of their doubts 
in the particular fact alluded to in ver. 4, is that which suggests the difficulty, 
If we can, with any propriety, carry the time of the present verb Aavdaver forward 
to the standpoint of the future éAcbcovra, the difficulty may perhaps be avoided. 
—8, The fathers here referred to are those of the generation or generations 
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immediately preceding. There is evidently a combined construction in the 
latter part of ver. 4, the thought being, that the permanent continuance of 
things, observable since the beginning of the creation, is still observable since 
the death of the fathers, — we see, these men said, what has always been seen; 
no change, no sign of the end, and of His coming. 


XXXiI. 
Vy. 5-10. 


1. In these verses the writer answers and refutes the assertion of the scoff- 
ers: First, in vv. 5-7, by a reference to the history of the creation, and the flood, 
as given in the O. T. As at that early time the world, which had been created 
and preserved by the word of God, was destroyed by the flood, so the world 
that now is, is reserved for destruction by fire. —2. The explanation of #éAovra¢ 
and 7od70, given by Huther, is. not generally favored. He refers rov7o to the 
contents of the preceding statement, and makes it dependent on 6éAovrac, to 
which he assigns the meaning assert (desiring it to be so, holding as an opinion), 
for, whilst they assert this, it is hidden from them that, ete. This explanation 
involves a meaning which, though possible for @éAovrac, is not found in the use 
of that word elsewhere in the N. T.; and it seems less simple than the more 
common interpretation, which gives 0éAovrac the adverbial force, which so often 
belongs to such participial words in connection with Aavéaverv. Were it not for 
these objections, Huther’s view would be a satisfactory and successful explana- 
tion of the words. —3. On ver. 5b, Alford says, ‘‘é§ idatoc, because the waters 
that were under the firmament were gathered together into one place, and the 
dry land appeared, and thus water was the material out of which the earth was 
made: 0” édatoc, because the waters above the firmament, being divided from 
the waters below the firmament, furnishing moisture and rain, and keeping 
moist the earth, are the means by which the earth ovvictara.”? On the whole, 
this is, perhaps, as satisfactory an explanation of this somewhat difficult clause 
as can be given. —4. 4’ ov.— The reference of ov is probably to the two things 
previously mentioned, —the word of God, which was the creating force that 
brought the heavens and earth into being, and the water, which was the material 
agency, so to speak, through which the result was accomplished. The two 
things which brought the then world into existence effected its destruction, 
and so in the case of the present heavens and earth. They are kept in store 
by the same powerful word of God. The idea of the passage is, that there is a 
reserving of them for destruction by fire, as of old by the flood. The dative 
mupi seems to be most naturally connected with tedavpiouévar, for fire, tnpodpevor 
being limited by the following words only. —5. Vv. 8-10 contain the second 
point which the writer urges: The time-element in God’s plans and dealings is 
far different from what it is in those of men. But let this one thing not escape 
you: The verb here corresponds with that in ver. 5. Though they forget, and 
if éAovrac be rendered adverbially, wilfully forget, the lesson which might be 
learned from the world in the time of the flood, they should by no means lose 
sight of the fact here mentioned. Possibly there may be in the contrast here 
an argument of slight force in favor of Huther’s view of 0éAor'Tac (ver. 5); the 
contrast being, more naturally, between forgetting and not forgetting, than 
between wilfully forgetting and not forgetting. —6. The genitive tig émayyediac 
of ver. 9 is probably to be explained, with Huther, as depending immediately 
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upon the verb, but R. V. and A. V. give the most successful English translation. 
The following phrase is, perhaps, best rendered: count, or account it, i.e., the 
Lord’s failure to fulfil the promise of the coming, slackness. bude refers to 
the readers, but as representative of all men, as is indicated by wavrac, which 
follows in the next clause. —7. Ver. 10 contains a renewed affirmation, closing 
this refutation of the scoffers and doubters, that the day of the Lord will 
certainly come, and come suddenly and unexpectedly. The statement of this 
verse, and the repetition of it, substantially, in the verses which follow, present 
more distinctly before the mind than almost any other passage in the N. T., 
perhaps than any other passage, the idea of a physical destruction or transfor- 
mation of the present visible heavens and earth, and their renewal in the future 
as the abode of righteousness. If taken literally, the whole passage would 
seem to suggest, also, the idea that the righteous will live hereafter, in the 
future period referred to, on the earth. The language, however, is of a poetic 
order, and it may be intended only as a figurative setting-forth of the change to 
the future blessedness. —8. Huther’s explanation of oroiyeia is probably correct, 
the duvayerc tov oipavaev of Matt. xxiv. 29. The idea is that the heavens and their 
constituent parts, the earth and what fills it, will be burned up and dissolved. 


XXXII. 
Vv. 11-18. 


1. On the foundation of what is asserted in ver. 10, the writer now presses 
his closing exhortations upon his readers. The genitive absolute which opens 
ver. 11 is evidently causal in its character; and the present tense of the parti- 
ciple seems to be expressive of the certainty of that which has just been declared 
respecting the future. —2. The word zorarov¢ is undoubtedly, as Huther also 
takes it, exclamatory, and the sentence goes forward to the end of ver. 12. The 
word ozcidovtac is best understood in the sense of hastening: they should not 
only look for, but should (by their piety, etc.) hasten, the coming of the day of 
God. Grimm, R. V. text, and others, regard the participle as meaning desiring 
earnestly. —v’ jv, on account of which day, or which coming of the day. The 
Lord’s day, when it comes, will be attended by, and will occasion the results 
indicated. —38. Avo of ver. 14 refers to what immediately precedes, that is, the 
coming of the day of God, with what it involves. The verb evpedjva: refers to 
the time of the coming; and the words in peace are probably to be explained 
of that state of peace between the soul and God which may be reached in its 
perfection when the Lord comes. —4. The words, and account the long-suffer- 
ing of our Lord salvation, are a recalling of the thought of ver. 9, the desire 
of the writer being to impress his readers, as he closes, with a deep sense of 
the meaning of God’s mercy in any delay of the end. —5. The allusion to Paul’s 
writings in vv. 15, 16, is quite difficult of determination. To the writer of this 
note, the following points seem probable: (a) That a particular letter or class of 
letters is referred to in éypapev duiv, which was addressed by Paul to readers 
of the same general region with those here addressed: thus, of the letters which 
have been preserved to us, those to the Ephesians and Colossians are most prob- 
ably the ones indicated. —(b) That the reference is not simply to the one thought 
of the day of the Lord, etc., as here set forth, but to Paul’s exhortations to 
blameless living in view of the shortness of life, the end, etc. —6. With respect 
to the expression, the other scriptures, all that it seems necessary to find in it 
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is a comparison of Paul’s writings with the other writings which were read by 
the Christian readers of this Epistle, and by the persons alluded to as wresting 
them, ete. It does not prove that the author places Paul’s letters on the same 
level of authority with the O. T. Scriptures, or even that an established collec- 
tion of Christian writings, such as we now have in the N. T., had already been . 
fully completed when this letter was written. It does, however, seem to recog- 
nize some such writings as already having a certain acknowledged authority. 
The bearing of this matter upon the date of the Epistle can hardly be considered 
as decisive, but is deserving of serious consideration. —7. The word mpoyio- 
oxovte¢ seems to refer to a foreknowledge on the part of the Christian readers, 
which was gained through the declarations of this Epistle, or which was thereby 
renewedly established in their minds. —8. The doxology at the end of this 
Epistle is one of the two or three in the N. T. which are applied to Christ, all 
others being doxologies to God. The reference to Christ here is beyond question. 


THE FIRST EPISTLE OF JOHN. 


XXXITI. 
CHAPTER I. 
Vv. 1-4. 


1. The similarity between the opening passage of this Epistle and that of 
the Gospel of John will be noticed by every attentive reader. At the very 
beginning the two books meet each other; and these first sentences carry in 
themselves evidence that the writer of the Gospel was also the author of this 
‘letter. The relation of the two books, in the order of time, may be open to 
discussion; but, whatever may be the decision of this question, there can be 
little doubt, it would seem, that, in the order of thought and development, the 
Epistle comes later than the Gospel. The Epistle is, as it were, the develop- 
ment of thoughts, the historical foundation of which is presented by the Gospel, 
in its biographical record of Jesus’ life. This relation of the later work to the 
earlier makes it antecedently probable that the writer, in his use of the word 
Logos, in ver. 1, has reference to the personal Logos, of whom he speaks in the 
first verses of the Gospel. —2. The central thought of the Epistle is that of 
Gon. This Som is that which God has, —the light-life, in which there is no 
darkness. This ¢w7 was manifested in a person, so that it could be observed 
and studied, like an ordinary life. The revelation of it through this person was 
the means by which the realization of it in all other persons could be most 
easily and fully accomplished. It was through the fellowship with Jesus Christ, 
that the fellowship with the Father was to be attained. —3. Such being the 
author’s thought, it was natural that he should make very prominent, at 
the beginning, the fact of the manifestation of the life in Jesus, as he and his 
fellow-disciples had seen it. The peculiar repetition and emphasis of his 
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expressions are characteristic of his style, as seen both in the Gospel and 
elsewhere in the Epistle. By this means, he would impress upon the minds of 
his readers that the life had been actually lived in his own presence. 

4, With reference to the individual words and expressions used in these first 
four verses, the following suggestions may be offered: (a) By the words 6 hv an’ 
apxns, we are carried in thought to the év dpyf in the first verse of the Gospel. 
That the reference is to the eternal existence of the Logos, is indicated also by 
the fact, that, in ver. 2, the life predicated of the Logos is said to have been with 
the Father in the same sense, apparently, as that indicated in the Gospel i. 1. 
The form of expression, 7v mpdc Tov wazépa, is so precisely like the yy mpo¢ tov bedv 
of John i. 1, that it can hardly be interpreted in a different way. We have, 
therefore, in these verses, the two thoughts of the prologue of the Gospel, —the ° 
existence in the indefinite, eternal past, and the manifestation in personal form 
in the present. — (b) The form of words used, 6 yy dn’ dpyijc, 6 ixnkoayev . . . TEP? 
Tod Adyov, as distinguished from the direct predications respecting the Logos 
which we find in the Gospel, is to be explained in connection with the differ- 
ence between the two books. The writer is not here making statements with 
reference to the Logos, as to what He was, etc., but is preparing to set forth 
the life which dwelt in Him, and which was manifested in and through Him. 
The Logos was and became, he says in the Gospel; but here : what was, etc., 
concerning the Logos, we declare and announce to you who read. As con- 
nected with the same fact, we may easily account for the use of dm’ dpyfe instead 
of év dpxyy.. The existence of the Logos was in the beginning ; but that which 
the apostles announce respecting the manifestation of the light-life, in and 
through the Logos, is that which was from the beginning, and which has now 
been revealed in His personal life on earth. —(c) The addition of fw7¢ as a 
descriptive genitive to Adyov, and the fact that in other writings of the N. T. we 
find such expressions as the word of truth, the word of the kingdom, etc., refer- 
ring to the Gospel, can hardly be considered as decisive grounds for denying to 
Adyoc here the personal sense. Nor can the use of Adyoc without such a defining 
genitive, in the three or four places in John’s Gospel where the personal Logos is 
spoken of, be urged as conclusive. The prominence which the writer here evi- 
dently desires to give to the idea of ¢w7, as connected with Jesus Christ, accounts 
sufficiently for the addition of this word; and the evident suggestion of person- 
ality in the verbs of vy. 1, 2, turns the reader’s mind most naturally and directly 
to the personal Logos. The writer’s thought moves after a somewhat similar 
manner to that which is noticeable in his Gospel (yet of course with differences 
belonging to the character of the two books), from a reference to the Logos, 
who appeared in the world in the presence of the disciples, to Jesus Christ, the 
manifested Logos in a human personality. —(d) The word handled, of ver. 1, 
may possibly refer, as some indeed hold that it does, to what occurred after the 
resurrection of Jesus. It seems doubtful, however, whether there is any such 
definite and particular reference, and whether, on the other hand, there is any 
thing more in this repetition of substantially the same idea than a special 
- emphasis which the writer would give to his statement, and perhaps a certain 
distinct recalling, in the two aorist tenses, of the personal experience of the 
' disciples during the lifetime of the Lord. Ver. 2 seems to present the strict 
‘order of time and tenses: The life was manifested; we have seen it; we bear 
witness, and announce to you. —(e) The correspondence in the idea of ¢o7 and 
Soh alévioc, which is noticeable in John’s Gospel, is evident here, The life of the 
soul —the light-life, which is like God’s life—is in itself, and as soon as it is 
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possessed, eternal life, according to this writer’s view of it. This eternal life was 
in the Logos; it was manifested in Jesus; it was imparted by Him to the apostle 
and his fellow-disciples, with whom Jesus lived in His earthly life; through the 
possession of it they came into fellowship — into a real and vital participation in 
the eternal life, the light-life—with Jesus, and with God Himself. The apostle 
now announces it to the readers that they also may, in union with himself, have 
participation in the same life. —(f) If in ver. 4 tuov is the true text, it would 
seem probable that the apostle’s thought is connected with the idea that the 
fellowship in life with God and Christ is the completeness of the joy of the soul, 
The idea suggested in John xv. 10, 11, may be compared with that of this verse. 
On the other hand, if ju» is the true text, the meaning would seem to be this: 
that the apostle’s joy would be made complete, if his readers should enter into 
the same fellowship into which he had himself entered, and that, so far as he is 
himself concerned, he writes to the end of making his joy in this way complete. 
The «ai of this verse, in either case, adds the expression of this purpose (/va) to 
that previously mentioned. 


XXXIV. 
Vv. 5-10. 


1. After the introductory passage, vv. 1-4, the apostle begins the develop- 
ment of his thought in the Epistle by stating the great fundamental truth which 
lay at the basis of his message to the readers; the truth that the Divine life is 
light, a perfect and complete light, in which no darkness at all is intermingled. 
This message was the great revelation given by Jesus, and heard from Him. 
The manifestation of the Logos in Jesus Christ was to the end of bringing 
life to men, or of bringing men to life. The true life is God’s life, and this life 
is light. Man is to gain this life by coming into fellowship with God in His 
life. The end is to be attained as the apostle himself had attained it, by 
putting one’s self under the influence and teaching of Jesus Christ, and thus 
growing into His likeness, The gateway by which one truly enters within the 
sphere of this influence and teaching is faith. —2. The same contrast between 
light and darkness is found here as in the prologue of John’s Gospel. Darkness 
is the sphere of the sinful world’s life. The man who walks in the darkness 
has no fellowship with God, no participation in God’s life. —8. This writer, 
like the other writers of the N. T., has the idea of sin as possessing and having 
control over men. Like them, he writes for the purpose of showing the way 
out of the sinful life, and into the opposite. But his mode of conception, and 
his phraseology, are affected by the peculiar character of his mind and soul. 
He is of the introvertive, contemplative, inward class. Life thus seems to him 
a growth into the likeness of God—a movement of the soul out of darkness 
and sin into light —a coming into and progress in communion with God—a 
receiving into one’s self the light-life, until at length all the darkness is 
expelled. To say, therefore, that we have fellowship with God, and yet to live 
and walk in the darkness, is a contradiction in terms. The man who does this 
is outside of the sphere of truth; he isa liar. There is no true living except as 
the life rises above the darkness into the light, that is, except as the soul’s life 
moves upward towards God’s life, and transfers the latter into itself, —4, The 
addition of the peculiar expression, and we do not the truth, to the word we lie 
is in accordance with the style of John. The Epistle keeps very prominently 
before the mind of the reader, even from the beginning, the idea that the true 
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life is one which manifests itself in action; that the true faith and love are the 
faith and love which have a working force in them. The truth is something to 
be done, as well as to be believed. But the doing is, to his thought, the natural 
forth-putting of the inward vitality. The inward life, as he dwelt in it for 
himself, and concentrated his thinking upon it, was an inward life; and, there- 
fore, it was necessarily also an energizing power for the doing of all that to 
which the belief naturally led in action. 

5. If, however, we walk in the light (ver. '7) as He is in the light, the light- 
life has begun within us. The word as, in this verse, can hardly be regarded as 
indicating measure or degree. It conveys rather the idea of correspondence in 
the facts of the case. The light-life is perfect and complete in God; it may be 
partial and incomplete in Christian men; nevertheless it is the same life, and 
the latter walk in the light as, i.e., as really as, (and with the same fact lying 
at the basis of the statement), God Himself lives in the light. —6. Instead of 
saying in ver. 7, we have fellowship with Him, which expression we might 
naturally expect as answering to ver. 6, the writer uses the words, we have 
fellowship with one another. This change of expression is to be accounted for, 
as we may believe, by the fact that the two ideas of union with God and union 
with one another, which are first suggested in ver. 8, seem to be in the writer’s 
mind in the development of his whole thought. —7. The addition of the words, 
and the blood of Jesus, etc., is in the line of the thought hinted at above in 
connection with the expression, as He is in the light. The Christian believer 
enters, when he comes into union with God by faith, into the sphere of the 
light. But the influence and power of the light upon his soul become gradually 
greater. There is still somewhat of remaining sin, —the lingering of the 
element of darkness, in which he had previously had his life. The indication 
of this verse seems evidently to determine the reference of the word sin to be 
to this sin which still abides with the Christian after the beginning of his new 
life. As the Christian enters within the light-sphere, and comes into fellowship 
with God, the blood of Jesus, which was made effective for him in his passing 
out of his old condition, is also continually made effective in removing the 
sinful element which remains. —8&. The reference of the word sin, thus deter- 
mined in ver. 7, is, by the connection of thought, determined also in ver. 8; and 
the view of Huther and others here is correct, that the writer is alluding to sin 
as belonging to the Christian after he has entered upon the Christian life. As 
Huther remarks: ‘‘ Even though as Christians, who are born of God, we have 
no longer sin [see iii. 9] in the sense that mepur. év 76 oxdrer is true of us, never- 
theless we do not yet cease to have sin; if we deny this, if we maintain that 
we have no sin at all, then what John says in the following words is true of 
us.”? —9. The denial that we have sin — that sin still has remaining influence 
over us, and an abiding force as a principle — is a denial. of the true fact of the 
case. It is such a contradiction of the reality as proves that the truth has not 
found entrance into the soul and its life. With such a denial, therefore, the 
soul places itself outside of the true path along which it must pass from 
the darkness into the light —7Aavoyvev: it puts itself on the wrong road, and 
goes astray from the truth. 

10. The true course, on the other hand, is confession, which acknowledges 
the fact and power of sin, and seeks to be delivered completely. When the 
soul moves along this course, the promises are fulfilled; as the soul is forgiven, 
so also it is cleansed. It is cleansed from all unrighteousness, until the light- 
life becomes perfect and complete. —11. This cleansing, as well as the forgive- 
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ness, is so vitally connected with the whole plan and offer of salvation, that 
God’s faithfulness and righteousness are pledged to its accomplishment. The 
idea of righteousness here, like that of faithfulness, is related, no doubt, to the 
thought of God’s promise of salvation to the one who confesses, etc. After 
such a promise, His righteousness requires Him to fulfil it, the conditions 
having been fulfilled. But not.improbably, in all such expressions as this, the 
N. T. writers—and especially one who penetrated so deeply into the central 
thoughts of the Christian system, and reflected so constantly upon the life of 
the human soul in its relation to God, as did the writer of this Epistle and the 
Fourth Gospel—had a conception of the righteousness of God as connected 
with the very life and being of God. It is, as we may say, of the essence of 
God’s life, that when the finite, dependent, created life draws near to itself, 
with the desire and effort to pass out of the darkness into the light, it should 
open. itself helpfully and forgivingly. The conformity of God’s nature to what 
it ought to be, and what it must be if it is true to itself, — that is, His righteous- 
ness, in the strictest sense of the term, — requires that He should forgive and 
purify the one who confesses his sins. He can be no more faithful to Himself, 
than He can be to His promise, if He fails to do all this for the soul which 
truly turns towards Him. —12. It is because of this deeper thought of God’s 
righteousness, as we may believe, that the writer presses the subject upon the 
reader’s attention, and it is in the line of this thought that he develops the idea 
of the fundamental necessity of the union of the loving and believing soul with 
God, in various ways, throughout the Epistle. — 13. Ver. 10, as Alford remarks, 
is not a mere repetition, but a confirmation and intensification, of ver. 8. The 
denial of sin puts us in an absolute contradiction of God, and outside of the 
whole sphere of His word. The whole plan of God revealed in the Gospel is 
founded upon the fact of sin, and of sin which needs to be forgiven, and from 
the power of which the soul needs to be perfectly cleansed. — By these strong 
contrasts, among which this last one is especially emphatic, the apostle lays the 
foundation of what he has to say in the following chapters. The light-life is to 
be secured, if the soul is to be saved. In order to the entrance upon the light- 
life, there must be a passing out of the darkness. To this end, the fact of sin 
must be acknowledged, and the cleansing through the blood of Christ must be 
realized. 


XXXV. 
CHAPTER II. 
Vv. 1-6. 


1. The word ratra, of ver. 1, refers primarily to what is said in i. 5-10; ina 
secondary sense, it may refer also to the entire contents or message of the 
Epistle. The apostle announces to his readers the great fundamental truth 
which he has to proclaim, the truth that the Divine life is the light-life in which 
no darkness at all is intermingled; and he sets forth the way by which this 
Divine life is opened to and secured by the human soul, namely, by passing out 
of the sphere of darkness and walking in the light, in order that the end to be 
attained may be realized in the case of these Christian readers. The man who 
walks in the darkness is wholly outside of the sphere of the light; he knows 
nothing of the true life. But the man who turns from the darkness towards 
the light, will still have some element of sin remaining with him, which, as 


he comes more and more into the fulness of the light-life, will pass away, yet 
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which needs, so long as it remains, to be forgiven and cleansed. This is accom- 
plished through Christ and the efficacy of His blood. — The truth, therefore, 
is, that the way to life for the human soul is the conforming of its life to the 
Divine, the living and walking in the light; and the way out of the darkness 
is through forgiveness and purification. This the writer announces to his 
readers, he now says, to the end that they may not sin; that is, that they may 
become free from the sin which remains, and thus may come into the perfect 
light. The verb sin here is in the aorist tense, and, as Canon Westcott remarks, 
“the thought is of the single act, not of the state;”? “the apostle is” not 
“‘simply warning his disciples not to draw encouragement for license from the 
doctrine of forgiveness. His aim is to produce the completeness of the Christ- 
like life.’ But with the setting-forth of this aim, which carries with it an 
urgent exhortation, the apostle connects the encouraging assurance that, in 
case the Christian who is ready to yield to the exhortation falls into any act 
of sin (the aorist tense again), there is an advocate with the Father, and a pro- 
pitiation for sin. —2, The word zapaxAyjroc, as here used, undoubtedly has the 
sense of advocate. Jesus is the one ‘‘called to the side or aid”? of men, 
(the original significance of the word), in this particular way of aiding. On 
the general use and meaning of this adjective-noun, some suggestions are offered 
in the Additional Notes to the American edition of Godet’s Commentary on 
the Gospel of John, chap. xiv. The meaning in John’s Gospel is there held 
to be helper, as including the ideas of teaching, revealing the truth, etc. 
The Paraclete spoken of in the Gospel is the Holy Spirit; here, it is Christ. 
The offices of the two are somewhat different, but they both stand in the rela- 
tion of helpers, —the former being teacher, guide, comforter, as He is referred to 
in John xiv.-xvi.; the latter, as here referred to, being an advocate before the 
tribunal of God. Some prominent writers, however, hold that the word means 
advocate in the Gospel, as certainly as in the Epistle. —3. The adjective dcxazov 
seems to have a certain predicative character: as being righteous, and not to be 
a simple descriptive word, the righteous. This word evidently refers to Jesus as 
having exhibited perfect righteousness in His earthly life and in His character 
asaman. As having such righteousness, He is fitted to present His offering 
for sin, and to become the advocate for those who sin. The four points which 
Huther presents, in his ‘‘ Remark”’ at the end of his note on ver. 1, are worthy 
of notice as setting forth, according to his own expression, the chief elements 
which are the result of the apostle’s statement. 
4, The statement of ver. 2, that Christ is the propitiation, etc., is added by 
kai as co-ordinate to what precedes. This verse, therefore, is not expressed in 
the form of a ground or reason for the preceding verse; it is, on the other hand, 
an additional declaration, which brings out the thought that the same one who 
is the advocate is also Himself the propitiation. This co-ordination of the sen- 
tences serves to show that the deliverance from sin, even from its beginning to 
its end, is due to Christ, and is secured by Him. The advocate presents His 
propitiatory offering of Himself in His plea before the tribunal. By that offer- 
ing He opens the way of forgiveness for all men, if they will accept it. By His 
advocacy He gains for His followers the result for which He undertook His work 
as a Saviour. —5. Ver. 3 seems to indicate the relation in which vv. 1, 2, stand 
to each other, according to the writer’s thought, so far forth as ver. 2 is universal 
and ver. 1 applies to the believer. Ver. 2 presents, in the clearest language, the 
declaration that the atonement is universal forall men. Ver. 1 limits the advo- 
cacy to the case of the believer. Ver. 3 declares that that true knowledge of 
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Christ, which is connected with the realized result of the application of. the 
propitiatory offering to the individual soul, is gained and possessed only by those _ 
who come into union with Him by obedience. — This third verse, however, 
brings before the mind of the’ reader the importance and necessity, also, of not_ 
sinning (ver. 1), that is, of passing completely out of the dominion of sin and 
darkness, in order to the full possession of the true life. The knowledge here 
spoken of is that knowledge which John has in mind in his writings, and which 
is connected with his mode of thought and conception. To know God is to be 
in that union and communion of the soul’s life with Him, which gives to one 
soul a true and full apprehension of another. It is not love or friendship, but 
it is the knowledge which belongs within the sphere of love and friendship. 
Paul, in passages like 1 Cor. viii. 2, 3, 1 Cor. xiii. 12, seems to hesitate to affirm 
such knowledge on man’s part, while in this life. To know God, or rather to 
be known by Him, he would say. I shall hereafter fully know, as I was while 
in this life myself fully known. But John, with his tendency to abide in the 
soul’s inmost living, and in his joyful experience of the growth of the soul 
in the society and under the influence of Jesus, feels that this knowledge is 
realized now — in its beginnings and its early stages indeed, but yet truly. The 
eternal life is begun already. The reality is already in possession of the soul; 
the growth towards the fulness is to be ever onward in the future. —6. The 
necessity of obedience to the existence of this knowledge belongs to the relation 
of man to God as a creature under moral obligation, and is also connected with 
the fact that the light-life, in which is no darkness at all, is God’s life. Man 
must, therefore, come into complete conformity of will with God, if he would 
enter into the completeness of the light-life. To pretend to know God, without 
obedience, is a contradiction in terms. The man who makes this pretence and 
claim is a liar, a person in whom the truth has no place. 

7. The intimate and vital connection between love and knowledge, which is 
manifest everywhere as appertaining to this apostle’s thought, is evident in this 
passage. The love of God (ver. 5) is, as Huther also affirms, love to God, the 
genitive being objective. When the Christian believer keeps the word, that is, 
when he keeps and fulfils the commandments of God, his love to God, in the 
union of friendship as between two souls, is perfected; and by means of this 
perfect obedience, manifesting, and growing out of, perfected love, we know 
that we are in Him in the inmost life of the soul. —8. Ver. 6 turns the thought 
to Christ, and suggests that which lies at the foundation of the entire Epistle; 
namely, that, as Christ is the revelation to the world of the light-life in God, 
men must imitate Christ, and live after His way of living, and be in fellowship 
with Him, if they are to come into the possession of the life which God has. — 
9. The verses from i. 5 to ii. 6 serve to show the relation in thought, if not 
indeed, also, in the date of the two books, between the Epistle and the Gospel. 
We have here most evidently, as it would seem, the truth which the apostle 

‘formulated as the result of his meditations on what Christianity had laid open 
to him. In the Gospel, on the other hand, we find what is set forth asthe 
words of Christ in His conversations with His disciples and the people. If 
the latter is regarded as the record of what grew, in the progress of the writer’s 
thinking, into the formulated thought, the most natural and simple account of 
the two books is given. But if we change the supposition, and make the 
Gospel grow out of, or find its foundation in, the Epistle, we have what is most - 
improbable, not to say inexplicable, as the result. 
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XXXVI. 
Vv. 7-11. 


1. The view of Huther respecting the connection of these verses with those 
which precede seems to be correct: that in these verses we have a more partic- 
ular statement of the nature and import of rypeiv tac évtoAdc abrod or of WEpLTMaTELy 
kaGwc Exelvoc mEepieratnoe. The close union between the love of God and the love 
of one’s brother is central to the Johannean thought; and, by reason of this 
fact, a special prominence is given to the latter kind of love, as the fulfilment 
of the commands of God. This apostle had no idea of an inward life which 
had no outward forth-putting of itself in action. The true inward life was, 
in a certain sense, every thing to him. He meditated upon it, and watched its 
growth in himself, with intense interest. The light-life of the soul was, to his 
thought, the in-breathing, as it were, of the light-life of God, and was to be 
developed by communion with God and Christ. But this light-life was, in his 
conception, as truly as it could have been in that of any other of the apostles, a 
living, outgoing life. Love which loved no one, and was not ready to do good 
to any one, had nothing of the essence of love in it. The love of the soul to 
God proves itself by love to the brethren. —2. This being the case, we may 
easily account for what seems, at the first sight, to be a somewhat abrupt turn 
at the beginning of ver. 7. But when it is borne in mind, that, in a sense, the 
central command of all is that of love, it cannot be considered strange, that, at 
this point, the apostle should pass from what he has said of the light-life, and of 
the way into it and in it, tothiscommand. Moreover, it is to be remembered that . 
he has called the thought of the reader to Christ in His relation to the opening 
of the new life and to the growth of the soul in it. It would seem not un- 
natural, therefore, that he should bring to their minds the command which 
Christ, at the time of His separating from His disciples, gave to them as the 
guide and ruling power of their future life. Love to one another because of 
and inspired by love to Him; love to one another, therefore, which would bring 
them into closest union with Him, and thus bring them into the life which He 
revealed to the world: this was the commandment which was at once new and 
old, and was the sum and centre of all commands. 

8. The commandment here referred to is evidently that of love to one’s 
brother. It is called a new commandment in ver. 8, and nota new one in 
ver. 7, The explanation of the latter expression is indicated by the closing 
words of the seventh verse.’ The command was not new, because, and in the 
sense that, the readers had heard it from the beginning of their knowledge of 
the Christian life. It was a part of the message which came to them from 
Christ, the revealer of the light-life, through the apostolic preachers. It was 
new in another sense. This seems, again, to be indicated by the words which 
form the latter part of ver. 8. It is new, in that, as it enters into human expe- 
rience, and is realized in its fulfilment in each individual reader through the 
passing-away of the darkness, and the shining of the light for and in him, it 
becomes that new commandment for each one, which it was for the twelve 
when it was first given by Jesus. —4. The antecedent of the neuter relative 6 is 
the évroA7v. This commandment as true, that is, as realized in its fulfilment 
in Him and in you, —in Christ and His followers in their individual and sne- 
cessive experience, and thus in and through the union between Him and them, 
—is a new commandment. —5. The relation of the 67: clause, in which 67, no 


790 ADDITIONAL NOTES BY THE AMERICAN EDITOR. 


doubt, means because, is to the 6 éorw clause which precedes. It is because the 
darkness is passing away, and the true light is already shining, that this com- 
mandment is fulfilled in the experience of Christ’s followers as united with 
Himself. —6. We find now, in vv. 9-11, another instance of the peculiar repe- 
tition of positive and negative sentences, or sentences which present the same 
idea on opposite sides, which has been already noticed, and is so characteristic 
of this Epistle and this writer. This repetition is evidently for the purpose of 
emphasis, centering, still more impressively than before, upon love to the Chris- 
tian brother, what had been previously said of keeping the word and the com- 
mands of God. Comp. 6 Aéywv of this verse with the same expression in ver. 4, 
and also the other correspondences in the parallel verses 4-6 and 9-11. —7. The 
phrase g¢ dpts seems to be added to the other words as emphatically calling 
attention to the fact, that up to the very moment (and at that moment) when 
the person says this, he is still completely outside of the light-life, and in the 
opposite sphere. On the other hand, the man who loves his brother has a per- 
manent dwelling of the soul in the light. The apparently designed contrast 
between ver. 10 and ver. 11 seems to show that the last clauses of the two 
verses are intended to have a relation to each other. The figure in the closing 
part of ver. 12 is evidently like that in the words used by Jesus in John xii. 85, — 
the traveller who attempts to make his journey in the darkness, and who cannot 
see his pathway before him, and, therefore, does not know whither he is going. 
When the figure is transferred in its application to the spiritual condition of the 
man, of course the darkness belongs to the interior life; and so, in the opposite 
case (ver. 10), it is natural to say that the occasion of stumbling which would 
exist in the other condition does not exist in him. The occasion of stumbling 
is, strictly speaking, as Huther says, that which entices to sin. 


XXXVI. 
Vv. 12-14. 


1. This passage is apparently of a transitional character in the moveme:t 
from what precedes towards what follows, or of an introductory character as 
related to what follows. The former is perhaps the better light in which to 
view it. The message which is heard from Christ, and is announced to the 
readers, is that which relates to the light-life (i. 5ff.). The way to the light- 
life is through the forgiveness of sins, and the cleansing by means of the blood 
of Jesus (i. 7, 9, ii. 1f.). In order to the living this life in the light, we must 
keep the commandments of God (ii. 3ff.). These commandments are, in a 
certain peculiar sense, centered and gathered up in the new command given by 
Jesus Himself, the command to love one another (ii. 7ff.). To the carrying- 
out of this movement out of the darkness into the light, which is thus set 
forth, it is necessary that the love of,the world should be put aside (ii, 15 fie). 
The thought thus passes on continuously from i. 5, to ii. 17. In this continuous 
passage is inserted, just before the last section of it, the address, as wé may 
ae a to the readers, which covers these verses now under consideration 

2. In this address to the readers, the following points are especially worthy 
of notice: (a) The classes of persons addressed are the same in the two parts of 
the passage, except so far as the change of the word Texvia (ver. 12) to matdia 
(ver. 13c) may possibly indicate a change of persons. The probability, how- 
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ever, is that no such change is indicated. The correspondence in the other 
cases tends to show that the same persons are intended here. The same thing 
is implied by the use of rasa in ver. 18, which apparently has the same sense, 
substantially, and is used of the same persons, as texvia, in other parts of 
the Epistle. — (b) The persons intended by these two words are probably the 
whole body of Christian readers, whom the writer addresses. This is indicated, 
Jirst, by the fact that both words, as elsewhere used by this apostle, both in his 
Epistle and his Gospel, have reference to believers, without regard to the 
question of age. It is indicated, secondly, by the fact to which Alford calls 
attention, that the three terms in each case are arranged in an order which is 
neither that of ascending nor descending age —children, fathers, young men. 
—(c) The distinction in meaning between rexvia and maidia may lie in the fact, 
that the former is a word bearing in itself more of the element of tenderness 
or affection. Westcott thinks that the former word carries in it the idea of 
-kinsmanship, the latter that of subordination. John speaks in the use of the 
former, he says, as sharing the nature of those to whom he writes; in the use 
of the latter, as placed in a position of authority over them. ‘This is possible, 
but doubtful. Such a distinction can hardly be insisted upon in John xxi. 5, 
‘as compared with John xiii. 33. Moreover, there would seem to be no special 
reason for such a change of words in these sentences, which convey substantially 
the same idea in all other respects. Perhaps the change is a mere rhetorical 
one. —(d) The two forms of the verb ypddev (aorist and present) afe, not im- 
probably, best explained by Huther. They are substantially repetitions of the 
same thought, as we may believe, in view of the general character of the verses. 
But they are possibly to be accounted for in connection with the epistolary use 
of the aorist, as related to the present, after the manner suggested by Diister- 
dieck; the present referring to the immediate act of writing, the aorist to the 
reader’s act of reading when complete, and both referring to the whole Epistle. 
—/(e) There can be no doubt that in the words fathers and young men, the 
apostle intends to address the older and younger members of the Christian 
body. The two classes are included in the term 7texvia or nadia; these words 
being words of affection, as from an apostle and chief leader of the church. — 
(f) The reasons given for writing, in the several cases, do not pass beyond 
the limits of a particular circle of thought and expression. With respect to the 
texvia and radia, we find two expressions: because your sins have been forgiven 
you, and because you know the Father. These two things, the forgiveness of 
sins, and the knowledge of the Father, are connected together, in that the 
former is the entrance-way into the Christian life, and the latter is the essence 
of it (as viewed from the standpoint of John, with reference to the truth that 
God is light) and also in that they both conie to the soul through Christ. The 
apostle addresses his letter, which contains that central truth which he had 
himself learned from Christ, to all his Christian readers, because they have 
gained entrance into the new life, and are living in its atmosphere and its light. 
They have already come to the knowledge of God, and are abiding in it. — 
(g) The division into older and younger, which is indicated by matépec and veavi- 
oxol, is a not unnatural one, and is suggested in the writings of other N. T. writers. 
If this Epistle was written as late as the year 80 or 90, there must of course 
have been many believers among the Christian company, to whom its author 
was writing, who were advanced in years, as well as many who were young. 
The fathers are spoken of, both in ver. 13 and ver. 14, as knowing tv an’ dpyne. 
There can be no doubt that by this phrase the apostle means Christ. There 
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can be no reasonable doubt, as it would seem, that the words from the beginning 
have the same sense here as in i. 1, and thus that the eternal existence of the 
Son is referred to. That this knowledge is predicated of the fathers, while 
the young men are spoken of as having overcome or conquered the evil one, is 
in itself an indication that the apostle means by it a full knowledge, such as 
belongs to the fully developed state of the Christian life. It is not merely true, 
in their case, that they have overcome the evil one, and given the word of God 
an abiding-place in their hearts; but the conflict is long since over, and they are 
now living in the more complete development of the life which consists in the 
knowledge of God, and of Jesus Christ His Son. —(h) In the second allusion 
to the young men, two clauses are added: because you are strong, and the word 
of God abides in you. The word strong here denotes spiritual strength, but is 
doubtless connected with the idea of strength as characteristic of youth. ‘‘ The 
young soldier,’’ says Westcott, “‘is strong as having the personal qualifications 
for his work; and the word of God abideth, etc., so that he is in living contact 
with the source of life.” 


XXXVIII. 
Vv. 15-17. 


1. These verses are closely connected with those which precede; and, if the 
explanation suggested above is correct, they form the closing part of the passage, 
in the midst of which vv. 12-14 are inserted by way of transition. To the 
fulfilment of the commands of God, and the great duty of love, —to the carrying 
forward and perfecting of that life which opens with forgiveness, and moves on 
in the sphere of the knowledge of God, —it is essential that the love of the 
world should cease. —2. The world, as the expression is here used, evidently 
means the world conceived of as apart from God, and as drawing away thought 
and love from Him, when it draws thought and love towards itself. This is 
evident from ver. 15b, which declares that the love of the world, when dwelling 
in the soul, excludes from the soul the love of God. It is also evident from 
ver. 16. This latter verse indicates, that by the expression: the world, the 
apostle means those things, like the vainglory of life, which especially excite 
the desires of men, and turn them from the service and love of God. It will 
be noticed that ver. #6 is connected with ver. 15 by 67; and thus the fact 
that every thing like the vainglory, etc., is not of the Father, is made a proof 
of what goes before. ‘This relation of the sentences is decisive of the writer’s 
meaning. 

8. The things which the apostle selects as representative of wav 70 év Td Koouw 
are evidently indicative of what is in his mind; but it is scarcely to be supposed 
that he means to cover the whole of worldly human desire by the words, or that 
he is particularly caréful to make accurate divisions into kinds or classes of 
desire. His object is rather to make clear to the reader what is the character 
of those things which he refers to under the head of the world. This is not a 
place for critical distinctions, but for combined and total impression. The 
genitives capkd¢ and 6¢0aAudv are both of them subjective genitives, as Huther 
says, and present the flesh and the eyes as the source of the desires. ‘The flesh 
is the fleshly or carnal nature opposed to God, and is the most general word here 
used. It would seem almost impossible to take the flesh, in this place, in any 
other sense than that in which John uses it, elsewhere, in its contrast to the 
spiritual and divine life. The eyes must be connected with the matter of seeing, 
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and thus the desires here alluded to are those which come from seeing, and they 
-are desires for the things seen. The vainglory of life apparently (the word being 
derived from dAd{ov, which contains the idea of boasting or bragging) seems to 
refer to that pomp, power, distinction of any sort, belonging to the earthly and 
outward life, in connection with which a man becomes filled with pride, and a 
sense of exaltation above others about him, This vainglory of life, and the 
things which are seen by the eye, make up a large share of that which fills 
the hearts and hopes of the men of the world, so far as they are raised above mere 
animal desire and passion. Of this latter sort of desire and passion, the apostle 
is probably not speaking in this passage. His thought is of the life of the soul 
in its higher regions, as we may say; and his question as to the true life is, 
whether the man is animated by that love which goes out towards God, or, on 
the other hand, by that love which goes out towards the higher (rather than the 
lowest) things which belong to the world. The desire for these higher things 
of the world (and not only that for the lowest) is, as opposed to the love of 
God, the desire of the flesh; and it is not from (having its source in) the 
Father, but from the world. What is said in these few sentences is presented 
as setting forth what, in the view of the writer of this note, is the true meaning 
and thought of these phrases and of the passage in which they occur. The 
note of Huther is worthy of careful reading. —4. The statement of ver. 17, 
** And the world is passing away,” is an added thought, simply joined by «ai 
with what precedes, but it seems to give an additional reason for not loving the 
world and the things in it. The suggestion of Huther, that this expression has 
reference to the thought of the parousia as near at hand, is favored by ver. 18 
and ver. 28, if these verses are to be interpreted as suggesting this thought. If 
the N. T. writers had this idea of the nearness of Christ’s second coming, all 
thoughts of the passing away of the present condition of things must have had 
a peculiarly deep impressiveness to their minds, which, so far as this point is 
concerned, is unknown to us. But whether John had this thought of the near- 
ness of the parousia, or not, we must believe, that to a mind like his, which 
dwelt so much upon the soul’s life, and so little upon the outward life in 
comparison with it, the fact that the world, and the desires to which it gives 
rise, are passing by and passing away, must have been deeply impressive. This 
fact made the great distinction, in his view of the matter, between the inner 
and the outer life, between that Divine friendship into which he had himself 
entered long since, and the giving-up of the soul to the desire of those things 
which are in the world, and which make up, in a sense, the idea of the world. 
—5,. The last clause of ver. 17 sets forth the opposite idea to that of the first 
part. But now we have the personal form: He that does the will of God abides 
for ever. In this clause, two points may be noticed: First, that there is a 
return at the end of the paragraph to the idea of doing the commandments of 
God, the sum of what He wills, His will; and, secondly, that the introduction 
of the personal form is most natural here, as the mind of John was dwelling, 
first of all, and last of all, on personal life. Not simply does the doing of God’s 
will lead to eternal life, but he that does it continues in his personal life for 


ever. 
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SXe Ke UION 
Vv. 18-25. 


1, At this point, the apostle turns to a warning against the many antichrists 
who have already appeared. The connection of this passage with what goes 
before may be noticed, with reference to the general progress of the thought, 
and also with respect to the immediate relation of the sentences. In the latter 
respect, the connection is evidently with ver. 17. The thought of the world 
as passing away leads to the thought of the last hour as present. In the former 
point of view, the exhortation to avoid the love of the world, as essential to 
the fulfilling of the commands of God, easily brings to mind the suggestion of the 
antichrists who impersonate the worldly spirit in its opposition to God. After 
setting forth what the antichrists are, in contrast to the true believers, he urges 
the readers, in the last verses of the chapter, to abide in Christ, and thus to be 
prepared, in their inner life, to meet Him, at His coming, with joy and confi- 
dence, and not with shame. The thought thus moves forward, in a direct 
progress, from the preceding chapter towards’the following one. — 2. The 
expression the last hour is kindred to the last days, the end of these days, etc., 
found elsewhere. It has, perhaps, some connection, in John’s use of it, with 
the word &pa, which is frequently used in his Gospel, where it refers to the time 
of Christ’s death. This usage of John, as well as the definiteness in the word 
itself, would seem to give the word a more limited and particular reference than 
the other expressions alluded to have, and thus to indicate that the apostle 
looked upon the period or time to which he refers as the final critical season 
before the end. The precise reference will be determined according to the view 
which may be held with respect to the idea of the apostles concerning the time 
of the second coming. If John looked for the coming at an early day, the 
expression. the last hour will, of course, have a peculiar force and emphasis. 
Huther takes this view, as also do many other commentators. 

8. The term antichrist occurs only in this Epistle, and the Second Epistle of 
John, but the person or power indicated by it appears elsewhere. As Huther 
remarks, the same person is undoubtedly referred to here, who is spoken of in 
2 Thess. ii. 3 as the man of sin. The reader may be referred to the notes of 
Meyer on 2 Thess. ii. 3 ff., and also to the Additional Notes in the Amer. ed. 
of Meyer, for suggestions on this subject. It is evident from John’s statement, 
as it is from Paul’s, that the N. T. writers either looked upon the antichrist as 
a particular person, or that they personified the enmity and opposition, which, 
arising in and going out from the Church, in the way of apostasy, was, in their 
view, to appear not long before the Lord’s second coming, — the great consum- 
mation of evil in its assault upon the kingdom of God. This great personage, 
or development of evil, was to be immediately preceded, it would seem, by other 
and minor developments in the same line, and preparing the way for it; and 
many of these, the apostle here says, had already appeared. The characteristic 
feature of these many antichrists must be regarded as that which also belongs 
to the one great antichrist himself, namely, the denial that Jesus is the Christ. 
They take the position which is fundamentally opposed to the Christian system 
and doctrine. —4. ‘The appearance of these many immediate precursors of the 
antichrist proves that the last hour has come. The language here used can 
hardly be explained, except by supposing that John believed some great crisis to 
be already at hand, and some great movement or event in the triumph of the 
Divine kingdom to lie in the immediate future, which should, at least in some 
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sense, be the coming of the Lord. This Epistle being written in his advanced 
life, perhaps in his extreme old age, the nearness of the great event was 
impressed deeply upon his mind. The correspondence between this passage and 
Matt. xxiv. 24, ete., seems to indicate what the idea of the apostle was with 
regard to the coming, and that which should precede it. —5. These persons, to 
whom the writer alludes as having already appeared, are declared to have gone 
out from the church. This statement would seem to imply, that, in some 
marked degree and manner, they had separated themselves from the body of 
true believers. The same is indicated. also, by the ueuevjxecoay of the following 
sentence. —6. The simplest construction of 4AA' iva is that which is first given 
by Huther in his note, the iva being made dependent on é7A6av to be supplied 
after tva, This iva carries with it the idea of the Divine purpose. 

7. Ver. 20 is probably to be taken, with Huther, as preparatory to what 
follows, rather than as in contrast with what precedes, although a certain 
element of contrast may be indicated by tusic. The apostle calls the attention 
of the readers to the fact that, as true Christian believers, they have the anoint- 
ing which consists in the gift of the Holy Spirit; and that, being led into all the 
truth by Him, they know all things within its limits. He reminds’ them, also, 
that of course, as fundamental to the idea of knowing the truth, they know that 
no lie is of the truth. The fact of their possession of this knowledge, not their 
want of it, is the ground of his writing to them respecting the antichrists, etc. 
The holy one mentioned in ver. 20 is probably Christ (John xvi. 7). —8. Ver. 22. 
By the question, Who is the liar? the apostle presents the central point of oppo- 
sition to the Divine truth, and introduces the attitude of these false teachers 
towards Christ as directly hostile to, and contradictory of, the essential Chris- 
tian teaching. To deny that Jesus is the Christ, is to deny the whole truth of 
Christianity, and to set one’s self outside of the revelation of the eternal life. 
Westcott says, ‘‘ The phrase by which St. John describes the master-falsehood 
as the ‘denial that Jesus is the Christ,’ itself marks. the progress of Christian 
thought. In the earliest stage of the Church, the words would have expressed 
a denial of the Messiahship of Jesus from the Jewish point of view. They now 
answer to a later form of opinion. A common ‘Gnostic’ theory was that ‘the 
seon Christ’ descended upon the man Jesus at his baptism, and left Him before 
the passion. Those who held such a doctrine denied that ‘Jesus was the 
Christ;’ and in so denying, denied the union of the Divine and human in one 
person. This heresy St. John ‘signalizes here.’”? Undoubtedly, at the time of 
John’s writing, the foreshadowings, or early beginnings, of Gnosticism, were 
manifest, and against such ideas John directed his words. But the words 
which he here uses contain in themselves, and independent of all changes of 
ideas on the part of adversaries, the fundamental thought of the Christian doc- 
trine: Jesus is the Christ. Tie man who denies this, is outside of the Christian 
system. He who, in the full and wide meaning of the word, confesses it, is a 
Christian. —9. The apostle connects this denial that Jesus is the Christ, imme- 
diately with the denial of the Son and the Father. The central and vital relation 
of the belief that Jesus is the Christ, to the union of the soul with God, which 
is the idea of life in the Johannean thought, is brought out in the closing sen- 
tence of ver. 22; and the essential and intimate connection between the confession 
or denial of the Son, and the inward possession of the Father as the life-power 
of the soul, is set forth in ver. 23. In the immediate relation of ver. 23 to 
ver. 22b, the former (ver. 23) is a ground justifying the statement of the latter 
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10. These verses, in respect to denial and confession, are followed by an 
exhortation addressed to the readers. The word dueic (ver. 24) has the same 
emphasis in the way of contrast as in ver. 20. That which you heard from the 
beginning: This refers evidently, in the connection in which the words stand, 
to that fundamental truth, here alluded to, which had been made known to 
them by the apostle in his preaching; that is, the truth of Jesus as the Christ, 
the Son of God, and of the light-life (the union of the soul with God) as secured 
through believing in Him. He exhorts the readers to let this truth abide within 
them; and assures them that, if it does abide thus, they will themselves abide in 
the Son and in the Father. The relation of the Epistle to the Gospel of John 
is seen in such passages as this. We find, in the Epistle, the doctrine and truth 
as it had dwelt and worked in the writer’s mind; in the Gospel, the sayings of 
Jesus during His lifetime, on which the doctrine rested, and in which it was 
first set forth. —11. The reference in airy of ver. 25, seems to be to the assur- 
ance just given in the verb weveite: You shall abide in the Son and in the 
Father, if that which you heard from the beginning abides in you. Of this I 
give you a solemn assurance, and I am authorized so to do, for: This permanent 
abiding in the Father and the Son is the very thing which Jesus Himself prom- 
ised us, and the very thing which he meant by eternal life. Interpreted in this 
way, the verse forms a most fitting close to the succession of verses at the end 
of which it stands; and the explanation of the paragraph, or half-paragraph, 
opened by tavra éypapa of ver. 26, is most simple and natural. The break in 
connection, and the necessary supply of something as an intermediate thought, 
which Huther admits as involved in his interpretation (making airy refer to 
Cwyv aiaviov, and the sense to be: “‘ eternal life is the promise which He has given 
us’’), are strong and, as it seems to the writer of this note, decisive arguments 
against Huther’s view. 


XL. 
Vv. 26-28. 


1. These verses form a conclusion to the preceding section, which began 
with ver. 18; and they take up anew, and press upon the mind of the readers 
the thoughts which have been suggested, —that of the antichrists, that of ilie 
anointing from the Holy One, that of abiding in Christ, and that of the coming 
of Christ, which follows after ‘“‘the last hour.’? —2. The antichrists are here 
spoken of as 0 mAavevtec, that is, they are viewed from the side of their influ- 
ence on the Church, rather than that of their denial that Jesus is the Christ, 
In contrast to them, their attempted work and position, the readers are once 
more spoken of with reference to the anointing with the Holy Spirit which they 
had received. As this impartation of the Spirit, and the guidance into the 
knowledge of the truth, which results from it, remain with them as their perma- 
nent possession, they do not need to be taught by another teacher; they only 
need to be reminded of the fact of the appearance and working of the anti- 
christs, that they may see them in their true character, and may refuse to yield 
to their misleading influence. On the contrary, as this anointing which comes 
by the gift of Christ, i.e., the Holy Spirit, teaches them with that complete and 
perfect truthfulness in which there is no intermingling at all of what is false 
they will surely abide in Christ, not being led astray from Him. The eae 
part of the sentence following 4/44 of ver. 27, from o¢ to édidagev, is to be recarded 
as the protasis, ueveire being the apodosis, and the simplest explanation of the 
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xapac édidagev is, that it is added to indicate that what is continually taught by 
the anointing is the same thing which was taught from the beginning, from the 
time when the gift of the Spirit was first made. —3. As to the question of 
the reading at the end of ver. 27, — whether weveire or pévete, — the oldest 
authorities are unanimous in favor of the latter, and it is now generally adopted. 
If this is the true text, the verb is to be regarded, with Huther, as an indicative, 
The apostle affirms in this verse, and exhorts in the next. He affirms here 
(making his statement in a general present), as true of the readers, that which 
must necessarily, and will certainly, be true of them when they are viewed as 
‘fully possessed of the Spirit, and under His teaching and guiding influence. 
—4. The pévere of ver. 28 is clearly an imperative; for the apostle now turns to 
an exhortation, with a view to the result which he hopes for in the future, 
iva, «.7.4.—5. The weight of authorities is such that we must adopt éav, rather 
than 6rav, as the true reading; and this reading may perhaps indicate that the 
apostle thought of the’coming as possibly, or not improbably, near at hand, — 
in case it takes place while we are still in the earthly life, to which the exhor- 
tation uévere applies. It may, however, be only the é¢v which merely puts the 
supposition in a less positive form than «. 


XLI. 
VER. 29—CHAPTER III. 10a. 


1. Huther and many commentators think that a new leading section of the 
Epistle begins with ver. 29, and this seems to be the fact. The new life is 
_the life of righteousness. This thought has been suggested before, in connec- 
tion with the keeping of the commandments of God. The special development 
of righteousness in the matter of love to one’s brother has also been hinted at. 
But the apostle now proceeds to a more direct and full unfolding of the idea, 
and connects it with the thought of the sonship to God, in which the Christian 
grows continually more and more into the Divine likeness, —2. If ye know that 
he is righteous: This conditional sentence takes up the idea of knowing the 
truth, which has been predicated of the Christian, and puts forth a funda- 
mental element of this knowledge. In case you know this fundamental truth, 
says the apostle,—and this you should and must know, if you are truly 
taught by the Holy Spirit, — you also know (or, taking the verb as an impera- 
tive, know ye, be assured) that every one that doeth righteousness is begotten 
of Him. The light-life in man springs from, and is in the likeness of, the light- 
life in God. This sentence contains, thus, a statement and declaration which 
the writer makes the foundation of what he has to urge upon the readers in the 


following verses. 


CHAPTER III. 


3. Following upon the declaration of the truth, that the one who does right- 
eousness is begotten of God (ii. 29), we find an expression of wonder and 
thankfulness in view of the love of God, which gives to man this relation to 
Himself. This is the substance of ver. 1, when it is viewed with reference 
to its words and the form of the sentence; and to give expression to these 
feelings, was undoubtedly the primary object in writing the words. But in the 
development of the main thought, in its progress from ver, 29 onward, this 
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verse calls attention to the fact that we are children of God, as preparatory to 
the setting-forth of the idea of our growth, as children, into the complete 
likeness of God. And this idea is presented with especial reference to the end, 
when the consummation shall be realized, in order that the legitimate influence 
of the hope of this consummation on the growth of the soul in righteousness, 
and its movement away from sin, may be pressed upon the reader. —4, The 
character of the expression, as one of wonder and thankfulness, is distinctly 
seen in its form and words. The desire to give forth such an expression deter- 
mines the abruptness of the sentence, and the use of ‘dere, The use of Téxva, 
instead of viéc, which occurs also elsewhere in John, is natural here, because the’ 
idea is related immediately to the yeyévyyta: of ii. 29. Comp. Johni. 12. It is 
the child-relationship, which is connected with birth, that is at the foundation of 
this whole passage. —5. The word called here does not signify, to have the name 
of, without being in reality what we are called; but it means simply that we 
have this name bestowed upon us. The emphasis on the éouev, for the purpose 
of which it is added to the sentence, is not, therefore, that of being, as opposed 
to being called without being, but that of confident affirmation of the fact, on 
the foundation of which the name is given to us. —6. The last sentence of ver. 1 
corresponds with thoughts and statements contained in Christ’s language, as 
given in the Gospel of John. This sentence, though not expressed in the form 
directly adapted to this end, really sets forth a confirmation of the truth of the 
kai éovev, That we are the children of God, is proved by the fact that the sinful 
world, which lives in the sphere of the darkness, does not recognize and appre- 
hend us in our life, as it did not recognize and apprehend Him. This incapacity 
of the world to apprehend our life, shows that we have a life outside of its 
sphere, — the light-life, which is beyond the limits of the darkness. 

7. The word airév must, almost necessarily, refer to God, because of the 
connection with the preceding sentence. This word seems likewise to govern, 
by its meaning and reference, the words av7@, abtév, and txelvoc in vv. 2, 8, and 
also to determine the question as to the subject of davepw6) of ver. 2, —at least, 
if that verb should be understood as having a personal subject, which is 
probably the correct view. All these words must point to God, not Christ. 
The true explanation of this matter is, as we may believe, after the following 
manner: The underlying thought of the Epistle, as we have seen, is that of the 
life of the human soul as coming into the likeness of, and participation in, 
the life of God, —the life in which there is no darkness at all. The turning 
of the soul towards the growth of its life into and in this likeness is, therefore, 
what is constantly before the writer’s mind. The eternal life is this life in 
likeness to, and union with God. God is thus the one who occupies the central 
and first place in the whole development of the thought. Christ is the one who 
brings the message respecting this life of God, and reveals it. It is through 
Christ that we attain to the life, by believing in Him, and imitating Him, and 
growing into His likeness. But the consummation at the end, like the first 
beginning, is the possession of the life of God, the light-life. This life is to be 
perfected, we know not precisely in what manner, through the clearer and more 
perfect manifestation of God, which will take place hereafter, and through the 
fact that, by seeing Him as He is, we shall become in the more perfect sense 
like Him. God is thus naturally the one who is made most prominent every- 
where; and He is, for the reason indicated, presented as the subject of thought 
here. The word $avepw67, which, under ordinary circumstances, would more 
naturally be used of the manifestation of Christ, as in ii. 28, is thus here used 
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with reference to God. The revelation of the future is, according to the 
underlying thought of the Epistle, the revelation and manifestation of God. 

8. The use of the verb ¢avepw6% is to be observed in its connection with 
épavepoon of the preceding sentence, and gavepw0% of ii. 28. Its connection 
with the former may be regarded as showing that the idea of clear revelation 
is contained in it, and its connection with the latter apparently suggests the 
thought that this clear revelation will be made, or at least begin, at the parou- 
sia. The employment of the word to denote the more complete manifestation 
of God, as the fulness of the light-life, is readily accounted for in the light of 
this relation to the context. — 9. Huther, Haupt, Alford, and other commenta- 
tors, regard ti éodueba (it) as the subject of davepw07. This would correspond 
with the subject of the preceding égavepodn, but the sense of the passage would 
thus seem not to be in accordance with the suggestion of the context. This 
suggestion is, that hereafter we shall be like Him: this we know, although we 
do not know precisely what we shall be. To make this knowledge, or this 
likeness, dependent on the fact of the making manifest to us precisely what we 
shall be, is outside of the line of thought, and such an idea would seem to carry 
an improbability in itself. The whole progress of the Christian life, in John’s 
idea of it, is one thing, the development in the likeness of God. The future is 
not to be different from the present, except in the circumstances of the living, 
and the measure of the development. We know, therefore, that our life is to 
be this development, independently of any future manifestation as to precisely 
what we shall be. — The thought, then, which fills the apostle’s mind and heart, 
is this: that we are children of God, and are to be so forever. We do not know, 
indeed, what may be our condition in every respect, or what precisely we shall 
be in the future time, which is beyond the limits of the present life; but we do 
(now) know that, if He shall be manifested, we shall be like Him in the more 
full and complete sense, for we shall see Him more fully and completely as He 
is. —10. The particle viv of ver. 2 is the temporal particle, the now being 
contrasted with the future indicated by the not yet. The fact that we are now 
children of God is the great fact which carries with it the essential life of the 
future, leaving only the question as to precisely what we shall be, in our new 
condition and circumstances hereafter, in uncertainty. —11. The likeness to 
God, of which the apostle speaks, must be realized in the soul of the one who, 
being already a child of God, shall hereafter see Him as He is, for he has within 
him that principle of life which only needs the seeing in order to the likeness. 
In this way John himself, as we see in his Gospel, grew into the likeness of 
Jesus by seeing Him, and so into the likeness of God. The seeing is repre- 
sented as the condition, not the consequence, of the likeness, and this represen- 
tation accords with the Johannean idea throughout. —12. The question raised 
by some writers as to the possibility of seeing God the Father, as connected 
with the words: No man hath seen or can see God,—is one which does not 
properly arise here. The expressions have reference to that spiritual compre- 
hension of the light-life of God, which is, according to all ‘indications in the. 
N. T., revealed in heaven to the saints. As Alford says, ‘‘ The ineapacity to 
behold the Creator,” in the sense in which this incapacity is declared in some 
passages kindred to the one referred to, ‘does not prevent the vision, as far as 
it can reach, being clear and unclouded; being, to the utmost extent of which 
our glorified nature is capable, oc éoriv, a true and not a false vision of God.” 

13. Ver. 3 forms a transition from vv. 1, 2, to ver. 5 ff., and thus brings the 
thought back to the opening of this section, ii. 29. The hone of such a sight of 
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God, and such a likeness to Him, naturally works in every one who has it, to the 
end of making him purify himself, that is to say, cleanse himself from every 
polluting power and influence, and bring himself more and more into the likeness 
of the Divine purity. —14. Kaddg éxeivoc dyvog éorw, The word éxeivoc here is 
referred by Huther and most interpreters to Christ. This corresponds with 
ii. 6, where there is a similar change of pronouns, airo¢ and éxeivoc, There would 
seem to be no serious difficulty in supposing that the writer turns in his thought 
here from God to Christ (indicating the change of subject by the change of 
pronouns), and particularly when it is considered that the revelation of God’s 
purity is in and through Christ, in so far as it is made to the man who is 
purifying himself during the period of the hope spoken of. The close relation 
of Christ to God, and the fact that Christ reveals the Gum aidavioc, must be borne 
in mind in all our interpretation of passages like this. No doubt, the author 
passed without difficulty from the one thought to the other, and had in his mind, 
as a combined idea, God in Christ, so that he could easily make one prominent at 
one time, and, not long afterwards, give a similar prominence to the other. It 
is in this way, if the explanation advocated above is correct, that the author’s 
thought passes, in connection with the verb gavepow, from Christ, as the subject 
in ii. 28, to God, as the subject in iii. 2, and again to Christ in iii. 5. Such 
changes are incidental to the development of the thoughts which form the basis 
of the Epistle, and are specially characteristic of this author. —15. The object 
of ver. 4 ff., as related to the verses immediately preceding, is to give prominence 
to the idea of the necessity of purifying one’s self, as set forth in ver. 8, by 
presenting the incompatibility of the opposite course with that seeing and 
knowing the Divine life, as manifested in Christ, which is the essence of the 
light-life. As related to ii. 29, these verses, 4 ff., add emphasis to the thought 
which underlies that verse, — namely, that righteousness is necessary to the idea 
of sonship to God, — by showing what the opposite of righteousness is, and the 
irreconcilability of this opposite with the character of Christ, and the life in 
Him. The verses have thus a twofold relation; but, in each of the two 
‘connections, they express substantially the same idea, and point to the same 
end, —16. The word avouia, as here employed, means violation of law, and the 
law which the apostle has in mind is, apparently, that law of God which is 
universal in its application, and is designed to govern the whole man and the 
whole life. It is not the Mosaic law, but, so far as related to that law, it is 
the Mosaic law spiritualized, i.e., carried into the inmost feelings and thoughts 
of the soul, and extended over every movement of the inner man. It is the law 
which sets forth the idea of righteousness given by Christ in Matt. v. 17 ff., and 
elsewhere in His teachings. Sin is violation of this law, and every one who 
“does sin,” instead of “doing righteousness,’’ does what is a violation of it. 
A man who does sin, therefore, — who violates the divinely given law of life, — 
cannot be begotten of God in the spiritual sense; he cannot be a child of God. 
li. Ver. 5 is introduced as confirming what is said in the preceding verse, 
by calling the readers’ attention to the fundamental and well-known truth of 
Christ’s mission in this regard, and also of His personal life. And you know, 
the apostle says. The and connects this well-known fact with the proposition 
of the preceding verse, which rests upon the contrariety of sin and righteousness. 
He was manifested, etc., —the very object of His appearance in the flesh, and 
of the manifestation of God in Him, was that He might take away sins; and 
His SEB er was in complete consistency with His work, —in Him was no sin. 
—18. The relation of ver. 6 to ver. 5, though it is not expressed in this way by 
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an inferential particle, such as ody, is that of a conclusion. If sin is violation of 
the Divine law, and if Christ came to take away sins, and in Him personally sin 
had no dwelling-place, it follows that the one who abides in Him does not sin, 
and, on the other hand, that the one who sins does not abide in Him, — has not 
even seen Him, or known Him. This is true of every one, in each of the .two 
opposite cases. — The relation of the verbs see and know is probably to be 
explained in accordance with what has been already indicated as the thought of 
John. As he himself lived in the society and friendship of Jesus and came to 
know Him, in the true sense, by seeing Him (and thus the seeing and knowing 
have reference to the inward life of Sasa): so his idea of the knowledge of 
Christ, and of God, is the idea of a knowledge which comes from the contem- 
plation of the Divine life. The man who sins—so far is he from abiding in 
Christ — has not even seen Him in this inward and true sense, and has not 
attained, as yet, to that knowledge of Him which comes by seeing, and is 
essential to abiding. —19, After the development of the thought thus far, the | 
apostle returns to the thought of ii. 29, pressing it still more solemnly upon 
their attention: Little children, let no man lead you astray in this matter; 
the man who doeth righteousness, and he only, is righteous. The inward life 
must put forth its vital energy and force in the doing of righteousness; if it does 
not, it is not, in John’s view, the true inward life at all. Much as he dwelt upon 
the inner life, and much as he dwelt within his own inner life, he contemplated 
it only as a life having in itself this vital energy. And so he again sets forth the 
negative statement corresponding with this positive one, that he may give the 
latter yet, more emphasis, — he that doeth sin is of the Devil. — 20. Hven as He 
is righteous. The comparison here is probably with reference to the reality of 
righteous character and living, and not to the measure and degree of righteous- 
ness. The man who does righteousness has the life-principle of righteousness 
within him, even as God has. The man who ‘‘ does sin,’ on the other hand, is 
of the Devil; that is, his inner life-principle has its origin in the Devil, who, in 
his whole life, moves and acts in the sphere of sin even from the beginning. 

21. The last clause of ver. 8 is added as impressing the thought still further: 
The very purpose for which the Son of God was manifested was, that He might 
destroy the works of the Devil. The Christian idea of righteousness must, 
therefore, be in accordance with what has been said in this passage. — 22. The 
statement of ver. 9a is substantially what has been previously indicated, but it 
is put in the reverse order. This new order of arrangement is due, no doubt, to 
the statement of ver. 8a. As the one who commits sin is of the Devil, so he 
who is begotten of God does not commit sin. The fundamental cause of this 
not sinning is presented in the ore clause; it is because the life-giving principle 
received from God, which is exclusive of sin and which is the principle of right- 
eousness, abides in such a man. If it does not dwell in him, the divinely given 
life is not there. And, as showing this more emphatically, the words are added: 
And he cannot sin, because he is begotten of God. The cannot here is that 
which appertains to the new life within the man; so far as that life and life- 
principle are concerned, the continuance of sin is impossible. This is the very 
fact and ground on which the question, who are the children of God, and who are 
the children of the Devil, is determined. The sin-destroying life element in the 
former, and its outworking into action, make manifest the child-relationship to 
God. The absence of all this, and the presence of the opposite, show forth the 


similar relationship to the Devil. 
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XLII. 
Vv. 100-24. 


1. The additional idea found in this passage is brotherly love. As he desires 
to speak of this particularly, the apostle unites it with what precedes by 
repeating, in the negative form, the proposition just made respecting righteous- 
ness, whosoever doeth not righteousness is not of God ; and then adds — concen- 
trating thereby, upon this point, the main thought of the reader — and he who 
loveth not his brother. Brotherly love, therefore, is given the same prominence 
in the great matter of righteousness here as in chap. ii. (comp. ii. 7-11). —2. Ver. 
11 gives the proof of ver. 10b: Because, etc. It is because this is the message 
sent from God to men in and through Jesus Christ, —the Divine message which 
the readers had heard from the beginning. The readers had heard this.message or 
announcement as a continuous tradition, and.as a fact of the Christian preaching 
ever since the evening of the Last Supper, when Jesus uttered these words in 
the presence of the eleven faithful disciples. The message which the writer and 
his fellow-apostles had heard from Jesus, as the incarnate Logos revealing the 
Gay aidvioc, was that God is light, and in Him is no darkness at all. The central 
element of the light-life is love. In the sphere of righteousness, therefore, 
which is the outworking and result of the light-life, love is the primary thing; 
the command to love one another is (ii. 7-11) the sum of all commandments. 
The man who does not have brotherly love, therefore, is truly declared to be no 
child of God, because he has not taken into himself the foundation-message 
from heaven, in this its central element. He is animated by an opposite spirit, 
and inspired by an opposite life-principle, after the manner of Cain. The 
Divine message is not of such a feeling, or action, as this: not as Cain was 
of the evil one, and slew his brother. To this statement is added the reason of 
the slaying; or, if we express it in other words, the life-principle out of which 
the act sprang is set forth as showing the complete contrast to the life-principle 
of which the message speaks. Cain’s works were evil, Abel’s righteous; by 
reason of this fact, recognized by the former, the hatred which ended in murder 
entered his soul. 

3. The verses 10a-12 inclusive are introductory to 18 ff., in which the matter 
of brotherly love is presented in its wider relations and contrasts. The hatred 
of the world is a thing to be expected, and not to be wondered at; for the life- 
principle in the world is the same with that which was in this first murderer of 
the O. T. history. This life-principle will inevitably work out into feeling and 
action; it will lead to hatred of the brother, and thus to that which lies at the 
basis of the act of murder; and it will lead to such hatred, because the works of 
those who have this life-principle are evil, while those of the men who have 
the divine life-principle are righteous, and because'this fact is recognized by the 
world. So true is this, and so little reason is there for wonder at the world’s 
‘hatred, that, on the other hand, the very ground of our knowledge that we have 
passed out of death, darkness, the sphere of the world, into the light, is the 
fact that love of the brethren has found its dwelling-place in our eau So 
soon as this love thus finds its dwelling-place within us, we have passed out of 
death into life; the result is already accomplished; the eternal life is becun 
The apostle emphasizes his thought here, as in other places, by repeating it fh 
different forms: He that loveth not abideth in death. Whosoever hateth his 
brother is a murderer; and ye know that no murderer hath eternal life abiding 
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in him. —4. The fact, that, in the story in Genesis, the reason for the murder 
indicated in ver. 12 is not distinctly set forth, need occasion no difficulty here. 
The mere facts are given in the O. T. record. The historian had this as his 
object. But the apostle, with his tendency to penetrate the inward life, goes 
beneath the facts and the act to discover the cause, and this becomes plain to 
him as he looks for it in and through the facts. What he thus does with respect 
to the case of Cain is in accordance with that penetration into the heart which is 
manifested in ver.15. It is also akin to that which Jesus does as He carries the 
several provisions of the Mosaic system, in the Sermon on the Mount, into their 
application to the earliest and inmost feeling of the soul, which finally develops 
into the outward act. 

5. In ver. 16, the passage passes to a new half-paragraph, and the writer 
declares that we reach our knowledge, our true apprehension of love, in the 
sphere of the fact that Christ laid down His life for us. This greatest mani- 
festation of love shows what love is; and the movement of the Christian life, 
when we see this manifestation, and learn the lesson of it, is to imitate the 
love thus exhibited, and, in this way, to make it truly and effectively our own. 
—6. The true explanation of the words, we ought to lay down our lives for the 
brethren, is to be found in connection with the seventeenth verse, which speaks 
of having compassion upon and helping those who are in need. The highest 
possible exhibition of love is placed in close connection with one of the common 
eases of ordinary life; and we must believe that this is in order to cover, as it 
were, the whole sweep of love; not to make laying down one’s life for another 
a frequent duty, or a test of love, but to point, with emphasis, from this possible 
duty of extreme self-sacrifice to the urgent and constant duty of self-sacrifice 
and loving service in the minor things. 

7. We may believe that there is a close eadbenmerts of thought between the 
end of ver. 17 and the first part of ver. 16. If Christ, who came into the world 
to reveal the Divine life and life-principle, gave the great and final manifestation 
of them by laying down His life for us, it must be impossible that in the heart of 
him who has not even the compassion referred to in ver. 17, the love of God 
can have found its dwelling-place. The love of God is understood here by 
Huther to mean love to God; so Haupt, Alford, and others. This view is 
supported by iv. 20. Westcott regards it as ‘‘the love of which God is at once 
the object, and the author, and the pattern.” -If we are to consider the present 
context only, it would seem to the writer of this note that the genitive 0eod is 
rather subjective, than objective. God’s love, which was manifested in Jesus, 
in the act of laying down His life for men, cannot be in the heart which is 
compassionless. The apostle is here entering into the principles of things. He 
is penetrating the centre of the Christian life in its opposition to the world’s life. 
It would appear to be natural under these circumstances that he should consider 
whether God’s love—the Divine love-principle—has its abode in the heart. 
But it may be that iv. 20 is decisive. 

8. The exhortation of ver. 18, which evidently has a certain degree of inde- 
pendenee, is naturally enough connected with the words of ver. 17. The next step 
beyond the closing of the heart there indicated, is the giving expression in words, 
yet in words only, to the feeling of compassion or of love in its other outgoings. 
But this, again, is not the love which springs from the Divine life-principle. 
There must be a manifestation of love in act, when such action is calied for. 
The addition of yAdoon to Aéy is partly due to the desire for greater emphasis, 
as we may believe; but the suggestion of Huther may be regarded as also giving 
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a part of the true reason for it; namely, that it is “‘epexegetically added, in 
order to mark the externality of the love, inasmuch as it points out that by Aoyo¢ 
here only the outward word is meant.” The word truth is added to deed, no 
doubt, because the writer wished to emphasize the fact, and to place it, as we 
may say, distinctly before the reader’s eye, that love is love in truth only when 
it has within itself the active force; just as faith works on its love side, or, if not, 
is a dead faith. 9. The weight of manuscript authority favors the future yvwoo- 
ueda in ver. 19, and this accords with zeioover, which is probably to be explained 
as a co-ordinate verb, the two clauses being parallel. The future is that of con- 
clusion, as Huther remarks, — the condition being that which is suggested by év 
tobt», which phrase refers to the thought of the preceding verse. The verb 
yrwooueda may be used here as equivalent to oidavev of ver. 14, or it may carry 
in it the idea of reaching the knowledge by a process of thought. Westcott says 
it is ‘the knowledge which comes through outward experience,’’ and is ‘‘in 
contrast with the knowledge which belongs to the idea of faith,” ver. 14 
(otdaper). 

10. The relation of ver. 20 to ver. 19 has been a matter of much discussion. 
The simplest construction, as it seems to the writer of this note, is that which 
is adopted by R. V. for the text: namely, that which places a comma after 
méicouer, and joins the following 67 with éav, making these two words equivalent 
to as to whatever or whereinsoever. This explanation of 67 éayv accords with 
Col. iii. 17, as Huther holds, in accordance with most of the best authorities. 
The explanation of 6r¢ as because, involves a double because in the two clauses, 
the second being a mere repetition of the first, which is highly improbable. The 
same difficulty occurs if we explain 67 as that. — With the explanation given, it 
appears altogether probable that the sentence is to be interpreted as suggesting 
the thought of God’s mercy and forgiveness. The meaning of the apostle 
seems, accordingly, to be this: By the fact of our having love in deed and truth, 
we come to the knowledge that we are of the truth, and we are enabled to assure 
or convince our hearts before God, whereinsoever our heart may condemn us, 
because (we know that) God is greater than our hearts, and knows all things. 
Love is the fulfilment of the law, the fulfilment of the command which gathers 
up into itself al! others. If we have love, therefore, we are assured that God, 
who knows all things, knows the existence of this all-fulfilling and satisfying 
principle within us, and thus knows that we are of the truth, even though our 
own hearts may accuse us of occasional sins or failures. —11. Regarding the 
above as the true explanation of vv. 19, 20, the explanation of ver. 21 will be 
affected or determined by it. This verse must be viewed rather as the converse 
of the preceding, while the main thought yet moves on in the same line, than as 
the direct reverse or opposite of that main thought. Two suppositions are made 
—one of the case where the heart accuses or condemns; the other, of the case 
where it does not. In the former case, we may assure our hearts, because God 
sees farther and more deeply than they do; He knows all things, and knows the 
existence of the love-force within us. In the latter case, on the other hand, we 
have the boldness of confidence, —not needing to assure ourselves only by the 
thought, that God penetrates into the depths of the life to discover the vital 
principle, —and, boldly asking, we receive what we ask. The conception of 
the apostle thus seems to be that of the existence of love in both classes or 
conditions of which he speaks; but, in the one case, there is a consciousness 
of shortcomings, while, in the other, a fulfilment of all obligations, and a con- 
sciousness of this fact, are supposed. 
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12. In ver. 23, the writer makes a new turn in the thought. He moves 
backward, as we may say, to the foundation principle of the Christian life, 
namely, faith. Faith works through love. The entrance or doorway into the 
light-life is faith. That this is John’s idea, as truly as it is Paul’s, is made 
manifest both in his Gospel and in this Epistle. As he began his own Chris- 
tian course by believing Jesus to be the Christ, so he places believing at the 
beginning for every disciple ‘of Jesus and every child of God. “The right to 
become children of God’’ is given “to those who believe’? —such is his doc- 
trine. Here faith is spoken of as God’s commandment, because the thought 
has been upon the fulfilling of the commandments, in the preceding context. 
It is, in the deep sense in which this author uses his language, and in relation 
to the essential life of the soul, a commandment; that is, the expression of 
God’s will that the light-life should be entered by means of that outgoing of the 
soul towards God which is the necessary condition of all experience of the light- 
life. Faith is the commandment of God, the summing-up of the commandments 
of God; as in the Gospel of John (vi. 28, 29), when the multitude asked Jesus 
what they must do to work the works of God, the answer was: This is the work 
of God, that ye believe on Him whom He hath sent. —13. The expression, 
believe the name, etc., is found only in this place, and is to be explained in 
accordance with the fact that the name is regarded, in the scriptural usage, as the 
representative before others of the person —that by which the person is made 
known. —14. The words love one another are introduced in ver. 28 because 
they contain the thought which has pervaded the preceding context. The true 
view of the verse is, not that these words are added to the expression respecting 
faith, but that the writer, still keeping his mind upon love, goes back to that 
foundation principle which displays its energy through love, and thus adds the 
thought of this, which had not been previously set forth.—15. In ver. 24, 
the writer returns once more to the idea of abiding in him, which has been made 
so prominent, and declares that he who keeps the commandments, which are 
summed up in faith and love, thus abides. This abiding is also a dwelling of 
God in the believer, and the assnrance of this is given in the gift of the Spirit, 
which had been made to all believers. 


XLIII. 
CHAPTER IV. 
Vv. 1-6. 


1. The thought turns again, at the beginning of the fourth chapter, to the 
false prophets or antichrists. This seems to be suggested or occasioned by 
the reference to the Holy Spirit, in iii, 24, as the evidence within the believer 
of his abiding life in God. The verse mentioned is the first one in which the 
Holy Spirit is alluded to in the Epistle; and as He is placed in such a relation 
to the knowledge of the believer respecting his union with God, it is natural 
that the reader’s mind should be directed, at this point, to the importance of 
testing and determining whether the Holy Spirit is the one which indeed dwells 
within him. We find an exhortation given, accordingly, which is kindred to 
the one hinted at by Paul in 1 Cor. xii. 1-38, and possibly also in 1 Thess. 
vy. 19-21. It is noticeable, also, that the confession of Jesus Christ is made the 
decisive test here, as in 1 Corinthians, though the confession is carried more 
definitely to the point of His having come in the flesh. This is, doubtless, due 
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to the particular false doctrine against which John was contending; perhaps, 
as Huther thinks, it was the Cerinthian Docetism. —2. The central truth, the 
denial of which is the evidence of the spirit of Antichrist, is declared by 
the apostle to be the truth that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh. When we 
pass into the depths of the Johannean thought, and beyond and beneath the 
oppositions to, or of, the particular adversaries whom he may have had in mind, 
we may believe that this truth was central to his apprehension, because Jesus as 
come in the flesh, the Divine Logos as manifested in the person of this Divine 
man, was the revelation of the light-life of God in our human life. The way of 
access to that light-life was only by seeing this revelation as thus made, and 
by imitating and growing into the likeness of the life thus exhibited. To deny 
this central truth, was therefore, in his view, to place one’s self in antagonism 
to Christianity and to Christ Himself. Whoever did so, as a prophet or teacher, 
became thereby, as it were, an antichrist. The antichrist would be but the full 
development of such denial and antagonism, the complete manifestation of the 
spirit which each one of such prophets and teachers showed forth in himself. It 
is a most striking fact, and one most suggestive to the candid reader of John’s 
writings (the Gospel and Epistle alike), that whenever we reach the innermost 
recess of his thinking, and of his own soul’s life as displayed in his thought, we 
find that the reality of Jesus’ earthly life (His life as a man and a friend, who has 
in Himself the life of God to reveal to the world) is the central and fundamental 
thing. It was thus central and fundamental to his thought, —and this is the 
only explanation which can be given when we view all the phenomena, — because 
he had himself lived with Jesus, had seen in Him the revelation of the Divine 
light-life, had grown into the light-life by contemplating Him and imitating 
Him, had sat at His feet, and had learned of Him by drawing into his own soul 
the influence which came from the soul of Jesus.—3. Vv. 1-3 set forth the 
means of testing the spirits, so far as the confession of Christ is concerned. 
Vv. 4-6, on the other hand, give the means of testing them by the character of 
their teachings, and of those who accept their teachings. We find in these 
latter verses the same thought which is clearly presented in John’s Gospel. 
The one who knows God, and is susceptible to the influence of the Divine truth, 
accepts it when it is presented. He hears those who proclaim this truth. 
Those who belong to the world, on the contrary, hear the teachers who are 
of the world. By the character of those who listen joyfully and receptively to 
the teaching which is given, the character of the teaching itself may be deter- 
mined, whether it ifof God or of the world. By this means we are enabled to 
know the spirit of truth and the spirit of error.—4. The spirit of error or of 
truth, therefore, is tested and proved by the answer to two questions: first, 
whether the confession made by it is, or is not, the confession that Jesus Christ 
is come in the flesh; and secondly, whether those who are animated by the 
principles of the world, or by Divine principles, receive its teachings with 
readiness into their lives. 

5. These last three verses (4-6) are introduced by the words, Ye are of God. 
These words seem to have a connection of thought with the words of ver. 1 
and are thus placed with emphasis at the beginning of the new verses, partly a 
giving a strong ground why the Christian readers should not believe every spirit 
but test them as to whether they are of God. You should thus test before oe 
believe, because you are of God. Partly, however, we are to account for these 
words as connected with the contrasts of the three verses themselves, and they 
are placed emphatically at the beginning, as making prominent at the outset 
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the position of the Christian believers. —6. The connection of vy. 4-6 with 
what precedes is confirmed by the words, and have overcome them, ete. These 
words carry back the reader’s mind necessarily to the last part of ver. 1. The 
verb vevixyjxare reminds us of the last words of Jesus (John xvi. 83) addressed to 
His disciples at the supper. Huther seems to be correct in his view of this verb, 
that it signifies not merely that the Christian readers had the strength of Christ 
as a mighty force within them, or that they were sure of final success; but that 
they had already overpowered the false prophets by their Christian fidelity, their 
faith and love. Huther is also correct in making 6 év tiv refer to God, rather 
than Christ.—7. It is probable that juei¢ of ver. 6 refers to the apostolic teachers, 
because of the change from the second person (éweic) in ver. 4 to the first person 
here. This view is confirmed by the word doves which follows. If this be 
correct, 7juei¢ are the teachers, who, being heard and accepted in their teachings 
by the iyei¢ who are éx rod deod, are shown to be themselves é« Tod devs. 


XLIV. 
Vv. 7-16 a. 


1. Beginning with ver. 7, the apostle develops more fully than before, 
throughout the remainder of this chapter, and the earlier part of the next, the 
relation of .love and faith to the light-life. This is presented in iii. 28, as 
the idea and essence of the commands of God, and now it is unfolded at length. 
While‘ in one sense, therefore, no new leading thought is brought forward in 
the section which is now opened, there is a progress and development which 
add to the impressiveness of the Epistle. Beginning with ver. 7, and ending 
with y. 12, we have one section which is divided into two parts, iv. 7-21 and 
v. 1-12, the former treating of love, and the latter of faith.—2. Ver. 7 opens 
with the exhortation to love one another; the exhortation, that is, to fulfil that 
one of the two things presented as making up the commandment of God, to 
which Jesus called the thought of the apostles on the last evening of His life, 
and the allusion to which is found in the closing words of iii. 23. 

8. The ground on which the exhortation is urged is, that love is of God. 
The preposition é« denotes the source; the love-principle has its origin in God, 
and, as a consequence, the presence of love in a’man’s heart is the proof that 
he is spiritually begotten of God, and has the true spiritual knowledge of God. 
On the other hand, where love is absent, this true knowledge of God is absent. 
In connection with this latter statement, the ground on which it is affirmed is 
given, —a repetition of that mentioned in ver. 7, and yet put in a stronger 
form: God is love. Not only has love its source and fountain in Him, but the 
very essence of His own life is love. As in chap. i. 5, it is said that God is 
light, so here it is said that He is love ; and this is a fitting expression,.as in a 
sense equivalent to the former one, because the light-life is animated by the 


principle of love. —4. Having presented the thought that love is of God and 


that God is love, the writer now turns to the setting-forth of the way in which 
God has manifested His love, and of the evidence thus given that the source of 
love isin God Himself. The words év quiv are most naturally connected with 
épavepodn; and they convey the idea that there was not only a display of God’s 
love to us, or before our minds, but within us, so that it became a manifestation 
to and in the inmost life of the soul. The fact that God has sent His only 
begotten Son into the world, that we might live through Him, is the great fact 
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which John tries to prove in his Gospel, by a record of the words and works of 
Jesus, and also the great fact on which his own inner life rested. It was 
natural, therefore, that, in addressing his Christian readers, he should say, 
‘wag manifested in us.”? —5. The thought of the'tenth verse seems to be this: 
that love proves its divine origin by this manifestation. The sending of the 
Son to be the propitiation for our sins, is an indubitable proot that love, as it 
appertains to Christian thought, does not begin in us as loving God, but in God 
as loving us. —6. But if God manifests such love to us, if such love comes 
forth from the Divine source of love, the exhortation certainly presents itself 
with most impressive force, —we ought to love one another. The passage con- 
taining the exhortation thus rounds itself into completeness at the end. — 
7. The twelfth verse evidently makes an abrupt turn, and yet the general thought 
of the section seems to move on to the close of the chapter. We may believe 
the idea of the apostle to be this: that while the sight of God is and has ever 
been denied to men, there is an inward apprehension of Him, —such an inti- 
mate union with Him that we abide in Him and He abides in us, — provided 
we have that love to one another which is, as’ it were, the sum of His com- 
mandments. The foundation and growth of this love-principle, whereby we 
come into this close union with Him, is, first, the sight which the writer and 
fellow-apostles had of the fact that God sent His Son into the world, and their 
testimony to it; secondly, the confession that Jesus is the Son of God; and 
thirdly, the consequent belief and knowledge of the love which God has in 
us. Thus love is perfected, and the Christian comes into the likeness of Christ: 
as He is, so are we in this world. Confidence in the day of judgment is secured, 
and through perfected love all fear is removed. 

8. The correspondence of ver. 12a and John i. 18, cannot fail to be noticed. 
It is evident, however, that the connection and thought in this passage are 
different from what is noticeable in that verse of the Gospel. The contrast in 
the Gospel is between the inability of man to see God, and the revelation of 
Him by the incarnate Logos. Here it is, as we may say, between the outward 
and inward vision. If we love one another, we have the inward vision. We 
have, and know that we have, the indwelling of God within us. The words of 
ver. 126 and ver. 13 ahswer closely to what has been said before, but in con- 
nection with ver. 12a they are brought out in a new light. —9. The words 7 
ayarn abrov are to be interpreted as meaning: the love which has its source in 
God, and is infused into and implanted in the believer as the life-principle 
within him, This love is in the completed and perfected state in us, as we love 
one another according to the measure of Christ’s command. \ Love, by reason of 
its very nature, goes out towards others; so with the Divine love-principle, as it 
enters into and abides in the souls which open themselves to receive it. — 
10. Ver. 18 gives the statement of iii. 24, but it gives this statement as a part of 
the contrast to the words: ‘“‘No one hath beheld God at any time.”? We do 
not see God, but we have in the possession of the Spirit the proof that we have 
Him dwelling in us. —11. With ver. 14 begins the presentation of the develop- 
ment of the love-principle by which we are brought into union with God. Men 
have not seen God at any time; the disciples of Christ have not seen Him, any 
more than other men. But the latter have what supplies for them the place of 
sight, in that which is brought to them through Christ. The earliest disciples 
have beheld in their seeing of Him, and communion with Him, the great truth 
that God has sent His Son to be the Saviour of the world. This truth is the 
fundamental one with relation to the inward sight. The apostle and his fellow- 
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apostles had seen, heard, handled, the Word of life, and thus had known the 
revelation of God and of God’s life. This revelation was to the end of the sal- 
vation of man (owripa tod xéopuov), and thus was the revelation of the Divine 
life for the realizing of eternal life in men. The testimony continually borne 
(uaprvpodyev) by these apostles, who had thus seen, heard, handled, etc., sets the 
great truth before men for their acceptance; and those who willingly receive it 
give expression to their faith by confessing that Jesus is the Son of God. This 
confession is the beginning of the true Divine life in their souls, because it 
answers in their case to the seeing, hearing, and handling, which was permitted 
to those who were associated with Jesus in His daily living when on earth. 
The striking correspondence in the thought here, with that which is set forth 
in John xx. 30, 31, will be observed by the careful reader. The whole record 
of John’s Gospel was given in order that those who should read it might, in 
view of the testimony of the writer to what he had heard and seen, believe 
that Jesus is the Son of God, and believing might have life. Confession 
resting upon a belief founded upon testimony, which testimony was based upon 
sight and experience: this is the order of the Johannean thought, as to the 
beginning and growth of the Christian life, the life of light and love, in which 
God abides in the soul, and the soul in God. With the confession the life begins, 
and it moves onward from that beginning. The confession, however, is only 
the outward voice answering to the inward faith, and so the true beginning is 
faith. And the life is thus begun for every one who makes the confession on 
- the basis of the belief (6¢ éav), 

12. With respect to individual words or phrases in ver. 11ff., the following 
suggestions may be made: (a) @eov of ver. 12 has its prominent position as 
connected with the impossibility of actually seeing God Himself, in contrast 
with the inward union with and vision of Him, which come through love, faith, 
confession, etc. —(b) év rovrw (ver. 13) seems to refer forward to the second 67z 
clause. The sure evidence of the existence of the Divine love in us, and thus 
of our abiding in God and His abiding in us, is the gift of the Spirit to every 
believer. — (c) jueic (ver. 14) evidently refers to the apostolic preachers. — (d) 
Testimony founded upon sight is, so far as the apostolic preaching is concerned, 
the keynote both of the Epistle and of the Gospel of John (comp. Ep. i. 1; 
Gosp. i. 14). —(e) The word owrtipa, which is here a predicative appositional 
word, does not occur elsewhere in John’s writings, except in the Gosp. iv. 42. 
The idea that Jesus is the Saviour of the world is an idea vitally related to the 
whole thought of John; but it is, as it were, incidental to the peculiar character 
of his inward life, and the peculiar line of thinking in his two great works, 
that Jesus is presented by him more prominently in His relation to God and to 
the G7 aidévoc, than in the light of a Saviour and Redeemer. —(/) The words 
éyvoxaper Kai émiotepoauev (ver. 16) correspond with those found in John vi. 69, in 
the reverse order. The order in the Gospel is the order of growth and develop- 
ment, belief moving forward to knowledge. But when the Christian believer 
is looking from the standpoint of an already developed life, and is stating a 
' truth of the soul’s experience, as the apostle is doing here, the order is not 
essential, —the two things are united in one, as it were, and the emphasis of 
the soul’s experience is given forth in the expression, I know and believe, — 
(g) The love which God has inus: This is the love which is exhibited and proved 
in the great fact of the sending of the Son as a Saviour, and it is spoken of as in 
us, because it takes up its abode in our hearts, as the life-principle within us. 
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XLY. 
Vv. 160-21. 


1. The last part of ver. 16 forms a connecting link between ver. 16a, the 
close of the preceding passage, and ver. 17, the opening of the following one. 
The two passages, however, form rather half-paragraphs than paragraphs, since 
the thought of love as the life-principle of the Divine life in the soul moves on 
to the end of the chapter. —2. The reference of év tovTw, of ver. 17, to what 
precedes is, on the whole, to be preferred. It is in that love-union between God 
and man which makes the life of man to be an abiding of his soul in God, and 
an abiding of God in his soul, that the perfecting of love is realized. The words 
uel? Huav, with us, instead of év quiv, in us (ver. 12), are almost necessarily to be 
explained, as it would seem, as involving somewhat of that idea of union which 
has been previously presented. The phrase hints at the notion of God’s dealing 
with us, and his co-operation with us in the matter of the perfecting. The ive 
clause sets forth the end towards which this perfecting of love works. This end 
is confidence, or boldness, in the day of judgment. — The sentence is differently 
explained by Huther and some other interpreters, and év Tovrw is regarded as 
referring to, and explained by the éva clause, Love is perfected in the fact that 
we have boldness in the day of judgment. The idea of boldness, and casting 
out fear, is thus made the one idea to which every thing else is subordinate. — 
8. The sentence beginning with 67 (ver. 17) gives the ground of the boldness or 
confidence; it is founded on the fact, that, as He is, so are we in this world. 
The words év Tr. Kdou. tobT. belong with éouév only, not also with éo7vy, Huther 
regards the phrase, as He is, as meaning as He is in this matter of love; that is, 
we have love as our life-principle, even as He has it as His eternal life-principle. 
This would seem to be the natural suggestion of the context, and there is appar- 
ently no reason for going beyond this suggestion simply because the phrase 
happens to be in the general and unlimited form. Some interpreters refer the 
likeness here indicated to the whole character of Christ. This whole character, 
however, has its centre in the love-principle; and, according to the writer’s 
present line of thought, he is speaking of the life as viewed in relation to its 
central and vital principle. — 4. Ver. 18 is added by way of carrying out and 
emphasizing the idea of boldness in the day of judgment as connected with 
perfected love. Fear and love are inconsistent with each other. When love is 
perfected, therefore, fear must be excluded. The incompatibility of fear with 
love is grounded on the fact that fear has xéAaow, This word, as connected with 
its use in Matt. xxv. 46, and in the Septuagint, means punishment. As following 
upon the mention of the day of judgment in ver. 17, it must be understood, it 
would seem, in the sense of that punishment which follows the day of judgment. 
Fear has within itself, carries with it, and brings forward into the present, this 
punishment, in and through the painful apprehension of it. 

5. There can be but little doubt that the true text in ver. 19 is ayanduev, 
without the added airév of the T. R. We love, the apostle says, because He 
first loved us. This statement is evidently made as preparatory to the two 
following verses. ‘The fact that love in us is the offspring of God’s love — that 
love, as an active and out-working principle in us, is due to His love as manifested 
in act towards us — makes it essential to the real life of our love, that it should 
go out towards our brethren. The man who claims to have love as his life- 
principle, and to have this life-principle in action towards God, while it is not 
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in action, but is even replaced by its opposite, in relation to the brethren, knows 
nothing of true love. Such exercise of love to the brethren is, moreover, the 
command, and even the sum of the commands, of God. 


XLVI. 
CHAPTER VY. 
Vv. 1-5. 


1. There seems to be a manifest and close connection between ver. 1 of this 
chapter, and ver. 21 of the chapter which precedes. This is indicated by the 
correspondence in the fundamental thought of ver. 1b and ver. 21b, and also by 
the bringing-forward of the idea of the children of God, and the fulfilment 
of God’s commandments, in the following context. Alford holds that this 
connection is so close as to indicate, that, in’ the words every one that believes, 
etc., the apostle refers to the ddeAgeg, This view of Alford, however, must 
probably be rejected, and we must regard the apostle as setting forth anew, 
and with renewed emphasis, the two great and united principles which lie at 
the basis of the true life: faith and love. By believing, the man enters into the 
relationship of a child to God; he is begotten of God, according to the language 
here used. The natural and necessary result of this relationship of a. child to 
a father is love, —love to the father, and love to the other children who are 
begotten of him. God’s child must love God’s children. The phrase mde 6 
moTevwv accordingly refers, as does 7a¢ 6 dyanGv, to the Christian believer, whose 
duty to love his brethren is under discussion, and Tdv yeyevynuévov alone refers to 
the brother. —2. We have, in ver. 2, a reversing of what is indicated in chap. iv. 
There the thought is: If we love the brethren, we may be sure that we love God; 
here it is: If we love God, we may know that we love the brethren. The 
explanation of this change seems to be twofold: First, it is a case similar to 
that of éyvoxayev kai memioredxauev in iv. 16: in the Christian life, the proof 
moves in both directions; and, secondly, the writer is desiring here to bring out 
the inseparable connection between love to the brethren and love to God: if we 
love God, we love the brethren; and so truly is this the fact, that, whenever 
we have love to God which is real and genuine, so that we keep His command- 
ments, we have therein the knowledge that we love the brethren also. —3. The 
idea’ of love to the brethren as the fulfilment,of the commands of God, is 
evidently still in the writer’s mind. For this reason it is, that he adds, ver. 3: 
The love of God is the keeping of His commandments. If, therefore, we 
love God, we must keep the great command, and, with the presence of this love 
in our hearts, we shall keep it, and fulfil its call to love.—4, The mark of 
punctuation, which should be placed after typauev (ver. 3), cannot be determined 
with certainty. It seems to the writer of this note most natural to place a 
comma here, as Westcott does, and thus to join this clause closely to the 
preceding. Love to God is that keeping of His commandments which finds 
them not burdensome. R. V. placesa colon here; Tischendorf, a colon; Alford, 
a period. In any case, it is probable that a comma should be placed at the end 
of ver. 3. The first clause of ver. 4 is thus immediately connected with the last 
words of ver. 3, and presents the reason why the commands are not grievous or 
burdensome, — namely, because the one who is begotten of God overcomes the 
world. The overcoming of the power which stands in opposition to God places 
the man in a new condition. The enmity which belongs to the world has passed 
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away from him, and love has entered into its place. The loving spirit conquering 
all opposition, the commands are fulfilled in love, and are no longer a burden. 

5. Ver. 4b sets forth faith as the victory which overcomes the world. Faith 
is said to be the victory, because it involves in itself the overcoming of the world. 
When the man believes, he turns in his whole life from the world to God. At 
this point, the apostle comes back to the idea of faith, which opens the chapter, 
and which is also presented as the foundation of the new life, in iii. 23, and in 
the idea of confession, in chap. iv. The necessity of faith is emphasized, in 
ver. 5, by the significant question, Who is he, etc., which is equivalent to No 
one but he. — If we examine carefully the latter part of chap. iv., and these early 
verses of chap. v., we can scarcely fail to see that the apostle brings out the two 
great essential principles of the Divine life in the soul, love and faith, and that, 
while in accordance with the natural development of his thought, he makes love 
especially prominent, and also gives it: the first place in the preceding chapter, 
he is at pains to show that faith is the primary element of the life in chap. v., 
and that it is through faith that the life begins. The man who believes is 
begotten as a child of God; when he is thus begotten, he loves. Faith works 
through love; it puts forth into action the love-force which is in itself, — In this 
closing sentence of the first paragraph of chap. v., the belief is again represented 
as belief that Jesus is the Son of God. The thought in which the Gospel of 
John ends is the great and all-powerful conviction of the apostle’s life. — The 
word faith, as a substantive, occurs in the Gospel and Epistle only in ver. 4; 
the writer turns again to the verbal form in ver. 5. 


XLVII. 
Vv. 6-12. 


1. At this point the apostle turns to a new and distinct presentation of Jesus, 
and the testimony respecting Him, to the reader’s mind. This more special 
presentation naturally follows after the words of vv. 4, 5; and it becomes by 
reason of its position, and the preparation made for it through the development 
of all the thoughts of the Epistle, a most impressive statement of the author’s 
belief. —ovtoc. This one who is the object of the Christian confession, and the 
faith in whom involves the belief that He is the Son of God, is the one who 
came, in the fulfilment of the Messianic promises (6 2A@0v—6 £pxXOuevoc), by 
means of water and blood, Jesus Christ. The historical person Jesus, who is the 
Christ, is also the Son of God. To believe that tiis person is the Son of God, 
is the door of entrance into union of soul with God, i.e., into the Divine life, for 
all men, even as such belief had been the entrance-way into the experience of 
the blessedness of that life for the apostle himself. The correspondence of this 
sixth verse, in its relation to ver. 5, with the first part of the closing verse of 
the Gospel of John, xx. 31, is most clearly manifest. —2. The reference in the 
water and blood is almost certainly to the baptism and death of Jesus. By 
means of these two things, which began and ended His life, He came —in the full 
sense of His divine mission, Whether there is any allusion or meaning in the 
words beyond this, is questionable. As to the two suggestions which are most 
frequently made: that there is an allusion to John xix. 34, or an allusion to the 
sacraments of baptism and the Lord’s Supper, it may be remarked that no such 
use is made of the fact mentioned in John xix., in the context surrounding that 
verse, as is made here of the water and blood. In John xix., indeed, the fact 
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that blood and water came from the side of Jesus may be, not improbably, 
included as an element in the evidence presented by the story of which it is a 
part, (though it seems to be only a minor element); but there is no such marked 
distinction made between the water and the blood, as related to the evidence, as 
is here set forth (ver. 8), and there was apparently no such separation in the two 
things in the event itself; and, again, it may be remarked, that, as John makes 
no reference to the Lord’s Supper in his Gospel (unless it be in chap. vi., which 
is altogether improbable), it seems unlikely that in this Epistle, which is so 
closely connected. in its thought with the Gospel, he would make so much of it. 
—8. The second part of ver. 6: not by water only, but by water and blood, is 
evidently designed to bring out with emphasis the fact, that the two together 
are the essential elements in the case, and that the latter is included with the 
former, and is prominent. It is probable that this statement has reference to 
some particular error of the time and region in which John was writing, and 
not improbable that this error, as Huther and several other interpreters hold, 
was that of the Docetans, as explained by Huther in his note. The thought 
of the apostle is, that in the mission of Christ to the world, and His office and 
work in the world, His death is the consummation and the great event. With- 
out the atoning death, the work was not accomplished. 

4, The «at which opens the third part of ver. 6 joins the following statement 
immediately to the preceding one. This close connection is due to,the fact that 
the testimony of the Spirit is a testimony to the truth just mentioned, and also, 
as we may believe, to the fact that the writer is intending, in the next verse, to 
unite the water and blood with the Spirit as witnesses. The Spirit is, beyond 
any reasonable doubt, the Holy Spirit. He is spoken of here as the witness; 
that is, the one whose great office it is to bear testimony, and in whom the 
highest testimony abides. The Spirit is the truth. He takes the place of 
Christ, after the death of Christ, and He is the revelation of the truth, as Christ 
was during His earthly life. As having in Himself the truth, He guides the 
human soul to the knowledge of the truth, and thus becomes an ever-continu- 
ing witness. That to which the Spirit bears testimony, so far as this passage is 
concerned, is the fact that Jesus is the Son of God, and consequently that eternal 
life is in Him, The second point, however, is only made prominent in the fol- 
lowing verses, and that which is here especially referred to is the first point. 
This reference to ver. 5 (Jesus is the Son of God) seems better than that of 
Huther, who makes the Spirit testify to the first part of ver. 6. Huther, how- 
ever, regards the main truth which the apostle desires to bring out in the whole 
context as being the truth expressed in the words: Jesus the Son of God is the 
Christ. —5. The emphasis of ver. 7, in its relation to the thought of the passage, 
lies in the last words: and the three agree in one. The unity in the testimony 
of the three witnesses is the point which is urged with special force, as proving 
the truth which is set forth. This agreement in the testimony confirms the 
truth of the thing to which the testimony is given. This thing is the statement 
of the last words of ver. 5, or the doctrine that Jesus is the Son of God. The 

‘prominent position given to 7peic, in the first part of ver. 7, may be accounted 
for by the fact that the water and blood, which had not been alluded to in ver. 6 
as witnesses, are now brought forward under that aspect. This would seem to be 
a sufficient reason for the emphasis; but it may be, as some writers think, that 
there is a reference here to the provision of the Mosaic !aw, that two or three 
witnesses establish the truth of an alleged fact. In the latter case, the idea 
of the apostle is, we may believe, that the testimony fills out the demands of 
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human law, with respect to testimony, to the full measure. This reference, 
however, must be regarded, as Huther also says, as quite doubtful. 

6. The discussion as to the genuineness of the disputed words in vv. 7, 8, 
has reached a point, at present, where substantially all competent and candid 
scholars are agreed that they are to be rejected from the text. The facts of the 
case, so far as the external evidence is concerned, are presented briefly in 
Huther’s textual note at the beginning of the chapter. The internal evidence, 
if not equally strong with the external, is very strong as bearing against the 
words. The introduction of the statement that there are three who bear wit- 
ness in heaven, and that the three are one, is unconnected with the development 
of the thought of the context and the chapter. This thought, so far as the 
matter of fact or truth is concerned, is: Jesus is the Son of God; so far as 
the matter of evidence is concerned, the design of the passage is clearly to set 
forth the evidence which is brought before the minds of men by the water and 
the blood (i.e., by the great facts at the beginning and end of the ministry of 
Jesus), and by the Holy Spirit as working in the soul and bearing testimony to 
it. The passage speaks thus of a truth which,is to be apprehended by men 
in their earthly life, and of evidence which is presented to them here on earth. 
The fact that the Father, the Word, and the Holy Spirit are three bearing wit- 
ness in heaven, and that they are one, does not suggest evidence of the same 
sort; but, so far as it indicates evidence at all, it suggests what is of quite a 
different kind. This fact comes to the mind ina different way, and is, as we 
may say, apprehended in its force only after the truth, that Jesus is the Son of 
God, has been accepted and believed. The difficulties presented by Huther in 
his Remark at the end of ver. 7 are also very serious and weighty. The fact 
that the first three are spoken of as bearing witness in heaven, takes the words 
out of the connection of the passage, which necessarily, as we may say, turns 
upon testimony as given on earth. Moreover, the ninth verse bears strongly 
against the genuineness, either because, as is urged by Huther, these disputed 
words, if admitted, make it unintelligible what witness is meant by the uaprupia 
tod Geov of this verse; or, because, if we regard the witness of God here alluded 
to as the witness of the Father, Word, and Holy Spirit, the contrast must be 
with the testimony of the Spirit, the water, and the blood, as the witness of 
men, whereas this latter is evidently not a human, but rather a divine testi- 
mony. The un-Johannean character of the expression, the Father and the 
Word, is worthy of consideration. In connection with the external evidence, 
attention may be called to the extreme improbability that such a formal state- 
ment involving the doctrine of the Trinity, if originally belonging to the Epistle, 
could by any means have disappeared from all the Greek MSS. from the fourth 
to the fifteenth century. 

7. The purpose of ver. 9 is to set forth the value of the Divine testimony, 
and, consequently, to insist upon the credit which should be given to it. The 
conditional clause refers to the fact that human testimony is received as satis- 
factory and sufficient evidence, according to the common custom of mankind. 
If this be so, urges the apostle, we ought to receive with a deeper conviction, 
and a more immovable belief, the testimony of God; for it is greater, i.e., 
greater in its authority and value. There can be no doubt that this verse has 
a certain connection with what immediately precedes; and that thus the force 
of the evidence mentioned as a divinely-given evidence is pressed upon the 
attention of the readers. This is to be affirmed, whatever may be the direct 
and special reference of 7 uaptvpia rod be0d, With reference to this question, 
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the following suggestion is offered as best satisfying the conditions of the pas- 
sage: namely, that the writer passes, in the progress of the verses here, from the 
objective side of the evidence for the Divine Sonship of Jesus to the subjective 

.side. The objective side is that presented in ver. 6, the Spirit and the watce 
and the blood. The subjective side is brought forward in ver. 11, the eternal 
life within the soul, given to the soul and possessed by it. But these are, really, 
not two different things, but two different sides or aspects of the same thing. 
Jesus Christ, who was seen, heard, handled, is the eternal life. The experi- 
ence of what He is within the soul is the other side — the corresponding internal 
manifestation of what is borne witness to by the great facts of His earthly career, 
and by the outpouring of the Holy Spirit on the day of Pentecost and afterward. 
—8. The force and connection of ver. 9b are uncertain. The simplest and most 
natural construction of the sentence, however, would seem to be that which 
makes 67¢ explanatory of airy, and gives to the words this meaning: The witness 
of God (of which the apostle is speaking in the argument) is this, that, ete. ; that 
is, when I speak in this passage of the testimony of God, I mean the fact 
that He has borne testimony concerning His Son. This fact, that He has thus 
testified to His Son through the Spirit, the water, and the blood, is a ground of 
conviction for us which is of more force and value than any human testimony 
could be. If this is the true view of the meaning, the connection through 671 
with what immediately precedes, may be believed to. be this: I call your atten- 
tion to the greater value of the Divine testimony, because, in this matter which 
I have just mentioned, there exists that Divine testimony which God gives to 
men. 

9. At ver. 10, the writer turns towards the internal side of the matter, which 
is fully and distinctly set forth in ver. 11. The transition is made through the 
word believeth. The man who believes on the Son of God, as made known by 
‘this testimony and evidence, thereby transfers the evidence, as it were, from 
without himself to within himself. The testimony becomes an internal posses- 
sion, an inward experience. This idea is presented more emphatically by means 
of the contrasted negative statement of the latter part of the verse, according to 
the peculiar style of this writer. —10. Ver. 11. This verse is to be immediately 
connected in thought with ver.12. The full idea on the internal side is brought 
out in the two verses as taken together. The witness or testimony, says ver. 11, 
is this: that God gave to us eternal life, and this life isin His Son. The testi- 
mony that Jesus is the Son of God (ver. 5) becomes, as it passes towards and 
into the internal sphere, the testimony that God has bestowed upon us, in and 
through Him, eternal life. Whether the clause and this life is in His Son is to 
be regarded as independent and co-ordinate with the first clause: The witness is, 
etc., or is dependent on 67s, and is thus referred to as a part of the testimony, is 
uncertain. Huther, and most recent commentators who express an opinion on 
the subject, take the former view. There is, however, at least one strong reason 
in favor of the latter view, namely, that the real testimony which is given in 
John’s Gospel, and which, we may believe, was brought to his own mind by 
- the water and the blood and the Spirit, was not simply that God gave us eternal 
life, but also, that this life is in His Son. This was the truth which John 
learned from the Divine testimony, and we may believe that it was also the 
truth which he intended to proclaim to his readers as the Divine testimony. 
This view of the sentence seems also to the writer of this note to make the 
progress of the thought in vv. 10-12 most simple and natural: he that believes 
that Jesus is the Son of God, and so believes on Him, has the external testi- 
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mony transferred, as it were, to the internal sphere within himself (ver. 10); 
this testimony now passing to the mind and becoming internal is, that God 
gave us eternal life, and that this life is in His Son (ver. 11); he that possesses 
the Son as indwelling in himself has, accordingly, as his own possession, as the 
actual experience of his own soul, the eternal life. 


XLVIIL 
Vv. 13-21. 


1. The correspondence of ver. 13 with John xx. 31 is very noticeable, and 
we can scarcely doubt that in this verse the apostle turns to ‘the closing of his 
Epistle. The reference in radra éypaia is probably to the entire Epistle, though 
there are certain parts of it, and particularly the last section, which present the 

‘idea of eternal life more distinctly than others. The purpose of the Gospel is 
stated, in the verse just mentioned, to be this: That the readers may believe 
that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that, believing, they may have 
life in His name; that of the Epistle is here given in the words: That you may 
know that you have eternal life, you that believe on the name of the Son 
of God. To produce faith, was the object of the apostle’s record of the life of 
Jesus. To give the knowledge of their actual and present possession of eternal 
life, to those who already had faith, was his desire and design in writing this 
letter to his Christian brethren. In the order of progress with relation to 
Christian living, therefore, as well as in the order of the development of thought, 
the Epistle follows the Gospel. We may believe that it followed the Gospel also 
in time. — The possession of the knowledge that we have eternal life is the 
fulfilling of our joy (chap. i. ver. 4). The end of the Epistle, in this sense, 
corresponds with the beginning. —2. Ver. 14 adds, through kai, which opens 
the verse, a result or out-working of the knowledge mentioned in ver. 18 in a 
special line, —that line of communion with God in which our petitions for 
ourselves,and our Christian brethren go forth towards Him, and thus in that 
line or sphere in which the support and joy and peace of our life are to be 
found. The knowledge produces or becomes, in this line or sphere, confidence 
towards God. This confidence is explained or defined in the following words, 
that, if we ask anything according to His will, he hears us; and if we know 
that He hears us, whatsoever we ask, we know that we have the petitions which 
we have asked of Him. The Christian believer has confidence, founded upon 
his possession of the Divine life—the light-life—in the soul, that his future 
prayers will be answered, and that his past prayers have been answered. He 
knows, that, as his desire and will are conformed to God’s will, the real and 
fundamental petition in every prayer, that God’s will may be done, is answered 
in his own experience and life. All things work together for his good as he 
loves God; his joy is made full as his fellowship is with the Father and with the 
Son. — 3. Ver. 16 changes the thought from prayer in general to fprayer for 
the sinning brother. This change, and the introduction of this reference to the 
fellow-Christian, may be connected with the thought of brotherly love which is 
so prominent in the Epistle. We may believe, however, that the new verses 
(16, 17) are suggested partly in connection with some special dangers which 
belonged to the time and surroundings of those to whom the apostle was 
writing. The fact that the prayer here spoken of is limited to the case of 
sinning, and that the sin unto death is made prominent, is confirmatory of this 
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view. The prominence of the sin unto death is indicated, not only by reason 
of the fact that it is distinctly mentioned, but also by the special exception of 
it which is made in the other parts of the verses. 

4. The sin unto death is left by the writer without further definition. This 
fact would seem to indicate that the phrase was understood, or likely to be 
understood, by the readers to whom the Epistle was addressed. With regard to 
the question what sin is referred to, it may be said: (a) That it is evidently 
a sin which might be committed by Christians; it is the brother, not the 
unbeliever, who is conceived of as possibly sinning thus; (b) That it would 
seem to be probable, rather than otherwise, not to say certain, that it must bea 
sin which is indicated, or alluded to, in the Epistle itself; the writer would 
scarcely introduce with such abruptness, and so near the close of his letter, 
a reference to such a sin without any explanation of its meaning, or any 
development of thought respecting it, unless there had been something in the 
earlier part of the Epistle which could throw light upon it; (¢) That the words 
mpoc¢ Oavarov are to be: understood as conveying the idea that the sin certainly 
leads to death; this is shown by the fact, that, in the sense of mere tendency 
towards death, the expression 7pd¢ @avarov is applicable to all sin, whereas what 
is here spoken of is evidently a particular kind of sin; (d) That the death here 
mentioned is the death which is contrasted with ¢w#7, and must accordingly be 
understood in the sense of eternal death; (e) That the sin unto death has a 
certain individuality in it, if, indeed, it is not a special and particular sin. The 
general form of the sentence setting forth this sin, and the sinning which is 
opposite to this, makes it improbable that the division here made is between 
two equal or great classes of sins, but rather indicates that there is a single 
exception. If, in view of these several points, we examine the Epistle for the 
suggestions which it may give, we find that it makes peculiarly prominent one 
sin, which, if committed, shows that the person guilty of it, though in the 
company of Christian believers, is not of them, and is not of God. This sin is 
that denial of the Son which involves in itself the denial of the Father (ii. 22), 
and that denial that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh, which shows the spirit 
of antichrist (iv. 3). Huther claims, that, if the apostle had meant this sin 
only, he would have designated it plainly. But this depends on the special 
thought and purpose which the writer had in mind. He may have intended to 
present the sin here in this particular light, after having already designated it 
by the use of clear and definite descriptive words; and his desire may have been 
to use the words here employed, because -he wished to limit the matter of 
petitions for others at the point which is determined by od mpd¢ bavarov and mpo¢ 
divatov, It seems most probable, therefore, that the sin which involves the 
spirit of antichrist is the one which is referred to in this expression. The 
Christian who is ‘guilty of this sin falls away utterly, and is in the condition of 
apostasy. This passage would seem to border, therefore, on Heb. vi. 4 ff., 
x. 26 ff.; rather than on Mark iii. 22, where the scribes said, He hath Beelzebub, 
ete., and Jesus declared the sin against the Holy Spirit (ver. 29) to be unpar- 
donable. 

5. The language of ver. 16 is peculiar in some respects: (a) With reference 
to sin not unto death, the word airjoe is used, while, in connection with the sin 
unto death, the word employed is épwt%oy. The former is the stronger word in 
itself; the two corresponding nearly to our ask, in the sense of demand, and of 
request. But as both are here used with respect to prayer, and as we find in 
John xvi. 26 the same two words used of praying or petitioning, it may be 
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regarded as doubtful whether the change from the one verb to the other is 
anything more than a rhetorical change. — (0) The subject of dace is, by the 
peculiarity of the sentence, left in uncertainty. Huther regards it as the same 
with the subject of aitjoe; so Haupt, Alford, Moulton, and others. Westcott 
and others, on the other hand, make God the subject of déoet, ‘There seems to 
be no serious objection to the view of Huther; and, if it is adopted, the sentence 
moves forward in a more simple and direct way. In this case, the word abt@ 
refers to the sinning brother; and the verb dose means, shall give through his 
intercession with God. In this case, also, the dative roi¢ dquaptdvovow is in an 
appositional relation to air@, only extending the thought from the individual to 
all who are in a similar condition. —(c) The expression od mepi éxeivng Aéyo iva 
éowtnon deserves special notice. The author does not prohibit prayer in ease of 
the sin unto death; he simply excludes this from what he is speaking of in the 
‘earlier part of the verse. This failure to prohibit such prayer may, perhaps, be 
regarded as hinting at the possibility of repentance even in case of this sin, as 
the language in Heb. vi. 4-6 and x. 26 ff. may be explained; see Additional 
Notes to Meyer’s Comm. on Heb., Amer. ed., pp. 550 f., 662 f. If this is so, 
this sin here referred to cannot be the unpardonable sin spoken of, Mark iii. 29; 
and the zpd¢ @4varov cannot involve an absolute certainty of death for every 
individual who commits it, i.e., the absolute impossibility of repentance and 
pardon, But all that the expression distinctly declares is, that the writer is not 
speaking of prayer for this sin, when he gives the assurance that the Christian 
who asks on behalf of his brother duapr. du. uy mp. T. Gav. shall secure the 
blessing for which he asks. 

6. The connection of ver. 17 is evidently with what goes before; but precisely 
what the connection of thought is intended to be, is a point of some difficulty, 
and one on which interpreters have differed. It would seem that two things 
must be observed, in order to a decision of the question: first, that the subject 
before the writer’s mind is intercessory prayer for other Christians, who are 
sinning; and, secondly, that the form of the sentences of this verse indicates 
the including of the class of sins here mentioned, as a part of that which is 
meant by the general word sin. If we take these two things into consideration, 
the result will follow, that the verse is added with reference to what precedes, .as 
showing the wideness of the sphere within which intercessory prayer may be 
offered, without including the case of sin unto death. — We may believe, how- 
ever, that this verse has also a forward look; and, in this view of it, it suggests 
the idea of sin as covering all unrighteousness, and being mainly not unto 
death. It may thus cling to the Christian believer in some degree; but when 
the Christian is viewed in the light of the ideal of his life, “he who has been 
begotten of God does not sin.’”? The Epistle thus returns at the end to a 
thought kindred to that of its beginning; see chap. i. vv. 6-8. —In this view 
of the matter, ver. 18, with what follows, may be regarded as gathering up the 
thought which the writer would impress upon his readers as the beginning and 
ending of his Epistle. The Son of God, in the person of Jesus Christ, is come 
into the world to give eternal life through the knowledge of God, —the life 
which is originated by a Divine force, and which has its being in the sphere of 
the Divine light-life. —7. The three verses 18-20 begin, each of them, with the 
word oldayev, The statements which they contain are thus presented with a 
special formality, and even solemnity, as setting forth fundamental known 
truths. The three points are arranged here in a peculiar order, and, as we may 
believe, with a view to the final impression which the apostle desires to make. 
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We know that the one who is begotten of God does not sin, —the light-life is 
not intermingled with darkness; we know that we, who are Christian believers, 
are of God—we thus are those who possess the light-life which is free from 
sin; we know that the Son of God is come, and has given us an understanding 
that we may know God —and thus we are in God, through being in His Son. 

8. As to individual words and phrases in these three verses, the following 
points may be noticed: (a) The first clause of ver. 18 is a repetition of what 
is said in iii, 9, except in the substitution of duaptdvev for dyapriar motet, and 
presents what is evidently an essential element in the Johannean thought. — 
(b) The second and third clauses have not appeared in the earlier part of the 
Epistle. They set forth that by means of which, or the process by which, 
the result is accomplished, but in the form of a contrast to the idea of sinning, 
presented in the first clause. The text is doubtful in the second clause, some 
authorities reading adtov, and some éavrov. If éav7dv is read, 6 yevvydeic refers 
to the same person as 6 yeyevvypévoc of the first clause, and the thought is: he 
that was begotten of God (the aorist referring to the definite time and event of 
the new birth) keeps himself, and (the result is, —so that this end is reached, 
namely, that) the evil one touches him not. If, on the other hand, adréy is 
read, 6 yevvybet¢ may most naturally be referred to Christ, and the meaning is, 
that Christ is a guardian power, keeping him, and (so that) the evil one is not 
able to get any hold upon him. —(c) The words 6 novypd¢ ovy drzeTa avTod may 
remind us of John xiv. 30: ‘“‘he has nothing in me.’’ They indicate that the 
evil one does not touch the man who is thus guarded or kept, so far that any 
defilement of the soul, or any power of sin in the soul, is the result. —(d) The 
first part of ver. 19 sets forth the fact that ‘‘ we,”’ i.e., the Christian readers, are 
of the class of persons of whom the words begotten of God can be predicated. 
The second part of the verse presents the fact, in contrast with this, that the 
unconverted world lies within the sphere and under the power of the evil one. 
That 7 movnp® means the evil one, and not evil, is rendered almost certain by 
the preceding 6 movypoc. — (e) dé (ver. 20) is perhaps equivalent to moreover, but 
perhaps it is adversative, expressing a contrast to the last part of ver.19. The 
fact that the Son of God is come and has given, etc., is the means by which we 
pass out of the sphere and dominion of the evil one into the new life, in which 
he has no power over us, and is thus the means by which, as born of God, we 
do not sin. —(f) #«xe presents the incarnation as a permanent fact on which 
Christian faith and life depend. The word didvora means understanding; “the 
divinely empowered inner sense by which we judge of things divine,” as Alford 
says. This inner sense has been given to believers, that they may know Him 
who answers to the true idea of God. As the result of this knowledge, we are 
in Him that is true, instead of being in the power of the evil one. The expres- 
sion év rt vid abtod can hardly be an appositional explanatory phrase, defining 
the One who is true to be the Son. This is clear from the fact that the Son is 
declared, in the beginning of the verse, to have been the means of our coming 
to know Him that is true, and also from the airov, which must, as it would 
‘seem, point back to Tdv GAndivdr, TO dAnbwe, as its antecedent. The expression 
_ must, therefore, be equivalent to even in His Son, or inasmuch as (Huther) we 
are in His Son; by virtue of (Alford) being in His Son. In either case, the idea 
in the writer’s mind seems to be this: that we come into the realization of an 
indwelling in God, so soon as, and through the fact that, we are in the realiza- 
tion of such an indwelling in His Son. —(g) The reference of ovro¢, in the last 
sentence of ver. 20, to Christ, is to be rejected, because of the distinction made 
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in the preceding clauses between 6 dAjfvoc and 6 vidc, and also the distinction 
carefully maintained throughout the Epistle between God the Father and 
Christ. It is also to be rejected, because of the similarity in the general thought 
of these verses and that of John xvii. 3, where the only true God and Jesus 
Christ are spoken of in their distinction from each other. The difficulty in the 
way of referring odroc to God the Father, which arises from the fact that God 
has already been declared to be 6 dAnjéuvdc, and that thus there would be a 
tautological sentence here, is removed when we consider that these words are 
a kind of formal closing of the whole thought of the Epistle, —a setting-forth, 
as it were, of the truth which the Epistle rests upon. God as the possessor and 
revealer of the light-life, which is the eternal life, —this is the thought upon 
which all the other thoughts are founded. It is not strange that the author 
should say at the end of these last verses, and as preparatory to his final exhor- 
tation: This One who is true, who is brought to our knowledge through Jesus 
Christ His Son, is the true God, —the one only God who answers to the true 
and complete idea of God; and He is eternal life, in the sense that He has it in 
Himself, and we attain to the possession of it by coming into the knowledge of 
Him. — (h) The last verse of the Epistle contains an exhortation which might 
readily follow after the last sentence of ver. 20. The idols are referred to, it 
would seem, as representative of heathenism. They are the false deities, as 
opposed to the true. 


THE SECOND EPISTLE OF JOHN. 


XLIX. 
Vv. 1-18. 


1. The designation 6 zpeoBitepoc, which is found in the second and third 
Epistles of John, is peculiar, as compared with the absence of any designation 
whatever in the Gospel and the first Epistle. It can hardly be insisted upon, 
however, that a writer—and even one who has such striking individuality of 
style and expression as the author of the Gospel and First Epistle has— shall 
always completely hide his personality. If these two letters were addressed to 
individuals, as the third Epistle evidently was, it might be very natural for the 
writer to give himself the title here employed, with which, as knowing him, 
they would be familiar. Peter in his first Epistle (v. 1), speaks of himself as 
ovunpeosvrepoc, in connection with an exhortation to the elders in general. In 
the region where John lived, and especially in the period of his old age, he may 
readily have been reverentially known as the elder, and may, by reason of his 
position as the last survivor of the apostles, have spoken of himself, with a 
certain distinction from all others around him, as 6 mpeo3irepoc, If the general 
characteristics of the books can be regarded as in harmony with the authorship 
by the Apostle John, the fact that we find this title in these Epistles, and the 
name John in the Book of Revelation, can hardly be regarded as inconsistent 
with such authorship. —2. As to the question to whom the second Epistle is 
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addressed, the writer of this note is disposed to give the answer: It is a Chris-- 
tian woman by the name of Kyria, who was in relations of friendship with the 

apostle. The arguments urged by Huther against this view do not seem to be 

decisive. On the other hand, the fact that Kyria is a known proper name; the 

great similarity in forms of expression between this Epistle and the third, 

which was evidently addressed to an individual; the allusion to the elect sister, 

and to the children of the two; and the applicability of the expression, I have 

found of (some of) thy children walking in truth, to members of a family, part 

of which only might be Christian, rather than to a body of Christian believers, 

seem strongly to favor the idea that the letter was written to an individual, and 

not to a church. —3. The phrase év dAydeia of ver. 1 seems to be adverbial in its 

character, and to mean in truth, i.e., with a love which truly deserves the name. 

In ver. 4, on the other hand, it draws nearer to the phrase év r7 dAndeia (3 John 
4, comp. 3 John 3).—4. The phrase, all those who know the truth, is probably 
to be referred to those in the writer’s neighborhood when he wrote. The love 
which is spoken of as going out from the Christians to these Christians is 

declared to be on account of the truth which abides in all Christians (jv) 5 

and, the writer adds, it (the truth) shall be with us forever. The character of 
this sentence and thought is Johannean. 

5. The words of ver. 4, as Westcott remarks, ‘‘appear to refer to an experi- 
ence of the writer in some other place than that to which the ‘lady’ belonged.”’ 
— The explanation of év dAndeia and of the xafo¢ clause, in its relation to this 
phrase, which is given by Huther, is better than that which Westcott gives, 
who makes év dd70. adverbial, and connects xaéw¢ with mepenatodvrac, and not 
with ep. év dA. —6. The correspondence of the thought in vv. 5, 6, with what 
we find in the First Epistle, is very striking, and is of such a character as to show 
sameness of authorship. —7. At ver. 7, the thought turns, as in the First Epistle 
iii. 24-iv. 3, from the keeping of the commandments, as summed up in love to 
one another, to the deceivers and antichrists who do not confess that Jesus 
Christ is come in the flesh. The participle éoyouevov is present and descriptive, 
coming ; éAndvbbra (1 John iv. 2) is perfect and temporal, having come, that he © 
is come. —8. The exhortation of ver. 8 evidently refers to the danger arising 
from the possible evil influence of these deceivers. This exhortation looks to a 
negative and a positive end—on the negative side, not to lose the results in 
Christian development, etc., which had been wrought for them by the apostle 
and his helpers in the preaching of the gospel; on the positive side, the recep- 
tion of the full reward which such Christian development, if it should go on to 
perfection, would secure in the future. —9. The participle mpodywv (ver. 9) is 
taken by Alford as meaning going before as a teacher or leader; R. V. marg., 
taketh the lead. It seems better, however, to regard it as meaning going for- 
ward beyond, and not abiding in (wévwv), the teaching which comes from Christ, 
—10. Vy. 10, 11, add to the exhortation to be on their guard against suffering 
the evil influences of the false teachers to affect their Christian life and growth 
injuriously, a bidding that they should not give a hospitable reception to any 
person who should come to them not bringing the teaching of Christ. The 
class of persons here referred to are those who come with another doctrine, and 
with the design and purpose of subverting the gospel. The energy of the lan- 
guage is to be explained in connection with the denial, on the part of these 
persons, of that which the apostle regarded as the fundamental Christian truth ; 
see the First Epistle. —11. On ver. 12, see notes on 3 John vy. 13, 14.—12. The 
fact that the children only, and not the elect sister herself, are spoken of in 
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ver. 13 as giving the salutation, is regarded by some as favoring the idea that 
the letter is addressed to achurch. But this fact seems to be easily explained 
if the elect sister was no longer living, or if her children only were in the place 
where the apostle was; and, if thus explicable, it affords no evidence that the 
letter was not written to an individual. 


THE THIRD EPISTLE OF JOHN. 


L. 
Vv. 1-15. 


1. The words ep? révtwv are to be explained as Huther explains them, in 
respect to all things, in all things; ebodovoda, in the passive, means to be pros- 
perous, as in Rom. i. 10; dy:aivev may possibly refer to bodily health, but more 
probably it is used in a figurative sense, as further carrying out the idea of 
evodoiopa; kaloc, the measure and standard of the prosperity which the apostle 
desires for his friend, is that of the prospering of his soul in the Divine life. 
The verb cbyoua near the beginning of this sentence may mean wish, and it may 
mean pray. Not improbably, R. V. is correct in giving it the meaning J pray. 
—2. Ver. 3 is introduced as a ground or reason for ver. 2. The joy which the 
apostle had in learning of the Christian walk and life of Gaius is a fact which 
_ justifies his statement of his wish or prayer for the prosperity of the latter as 
his soul prospers. The participle éoyouévwr may perhaps be explained, with 
Westcott, as meaning when they came from time to time; but it may also be 
regarded, with Alford, as timeless, and merely conveying the reason of éyapnv. 
—38. The phrase év dAndeig, in ver. 3, seems to be equivalent to the same expres- 
sion in 2 John, ver. 4, and not to the same words used adverbially in ver. 1 
and 2 John, ver. 1. Truth is here equivalent to the truth, only that it is 
expressed in a more general and less definite way. —4. The true text in ver. 4 
probably reads yapav. Westcott and Hort, with B, read ydpw. If the latter 
reading is adopted, the meaning of the word is probably favor, or gift of the 
Divine grace. 

5. The first matter for the setting-forth of which the letter seems to have 
been written, is that of hospitality to Christian brethren. The apostle begins 
this by expressing his approval of Gaius for what he has done or is doing in this 
way, and then he commends to him the duty as one befitting the Christian life. 
The words of approval begin with thou doest a faithful work: the word Faithful 
here seems to mean in accordance with Christian faith. —6. Ver. 6b intimates 
that these stranger-brethren are about to go back in their missionary journeying 
to Gaius. The account of the aorist participle with the future verb seems to be 
this: that the apostle conceives of his friend as immediately fulfilling the duty 
of hospitality indicated by the participle, so soon as there is a call for it, and 
with this thought he says, thou wilt do well in having discharged this duty. — 
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7. Ver. 7 gives the reason for ver. 6b. It is the common reason for Christian 
love: because those towards whom the love is exhibited are united with Christ, 
are living and working for Him, and loving Him. The name here is, doubtless, 
the name of Christ. But in addition to the going forth on behalf of His 
name, the writer adds, as a ground of the hospitable reception and kindly 
service, the fact that these men took nothing from the Gentiles; they were 
working for Christ, and would receive nothing from those who did not believe 
in Him. 

, 8. The second main point in the letter is the case of Diotrephes, and the 
suggestions connected with it. In this part of the Epistle, vv. 9-12, the follow- 
ing points may be noticed: (a) éypawa, ver. 9, refers to a letter already written 
to the church of which Gaius was a member. —(b) On ¢iAompotebwv Westcott 
remarks: ‘‘It is of interest to compare the two sources of failure noticed in the 
two Epistles, mpodyew (2 John 9) and ¢uAotporebwv, the undue claims to intel- 
lectual progress and to personal authority. There is nothing to indicate that 
Diotrephes held false opinions; his ambition only is blamed.’? Whether Dio- 
trephes was a presbyter or not, is uncertain; but it seems evident that he was a 
prominent man in the church to which Gaius belonged, and that he was disposed 
to assume prominence and authority. —(c) The word émdeyerar in verse 9 means 
receives, apparently in the sense of recognizing the apostle’s authority. The 
same word in ver. 10 is used in the more ordinary sense of receiving, as in the 
way of hospitality, ete. —(d) The verb éx@aAAe is indicative of special authority, 
or at least of special influence, as belonging to Diotrephes. — (e) In ver. 11, on 
the foundation of the case of Diotrephes, the apostle urges Gaius in general to 
imitate, not what is evil, but what is good; and then apparently brings forward 
the example of Demetrius as illustrative of the latter.—(/f) The closing parts 
_ of vy. 11, 12, are characteristic of John; and they are so artlessly so, that the 
candid reader will not fail to see in them an evidence of the Johannean 
authorship of the letter. 

9. The end of this Epistle corresponds very closely with that of the Second 
Epistle. The verb «yoy here, as distinguished from éywv in 2 John, seems to 
eall attention to the fact, somewhat more definitely, that he had the things 
to write before he began. The expression of the things omitted, he leaves for 
a personal communication. yiyvecda of 2 John 12 involves the idea of coming 
to; ideiv of this Epistle, that of being with and seeing. The friends are, appar- 
ently, personal Christian friends. There is no salutation at the beginning of 
this Epistle, as there is in the second. It is given here at the end: Peace be 
unto thee. 
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THE EPISTLE OF JUDE. 


LI. 
Vv. 1, 2. 


1. That the Judas who wrote this Epistle was one of the four brothers 
mentioned in Matt. xiii. 55, Mark vi. 3, is beyond any considerable doubt. That 
these four brothers were brothers, and not cousins of Jesus, is probable, by 
reason of the fact that they are called ddeAgoi, and are found in the narrative 
of the Gospels in connection with Mary, the mother of Jesus, as if they were 
-members of her family. The probabilities of the case, in every respect, seem to 
favor this view. They were, thus, sons of Joseph and Mary, or of Joseph by a 
previous marriage. The James, accordingly, whose brother this Judas was, 
,is the James mentioned in the Acts as the head of the church in Jerusalem, and 
the James who wrote the Epistle which is assigned to a person of this name. 
Judas was apparently, from the order in which the names of the brothers 
are given in the lists, younger than James. The reason why, although being 
a brother of the Lord, he does not speak of himself as such, is the same with 
that which is mentioned in the notes on Jas, i. 1. The fact that he speaks of 
himself as brother of James, seems to indicate that he stood on an inferior posi- 
tion, or was less known and recognized, than James, who took rank with the 
leading apostles. — 2. It can hardly be doubted that «Antoic is here the substan- 
tive word to which the participles belong as descriptive adjectives. The called: 
are beloved and preserved. They are beloved in God the Father; the prepo- 
sition in denotes, strictly, the sphere within which the love takes place or has its 
being, but the usage of the N. T. writers shows that the one by whom they are 
loved is God. The suggestion of this peculiar phrase seems to be, that as they 
are by their Christian life in that sphere in which God inspires, and, by His 
Spirit, dwells in the man, they are also the objects of that love which abides in 
God, and moves outward from Him to holy souls. They are kept for Jesus 
Christ; the dative here denotes, apparently, the one in whose behalf, and for 
whom, as a permanent possession and glory, they are preserved by God. The 
love of God will secure for those who are called the blessing of the future, — 
the called will be glorified, as Paul intimates; but they will be thus glorified, 
because of the relation of God the Father to His Son, —they are kept for Jesus 
Christ. —8. The salutation is peculiar in that it omits the word grace, and adds 
the word love. There can be but little doubt that mercy refers to that which 
goes forth from God to man, and that peace indicates the state of the human 
soul which follows upon the experience of the Divine mercy, and which belongs 
to the relation of the soul to God. Love, as following after these words winiels 
speak of God’s movement towards man and man’s position towards God may. 
not improbably, be intended to suggest the idea of the relation Wewmeen aie 
and man, the abounding of love being essential to the perfected Christian state. 
It is possible, however, that love may be added as taking up the thought of the 
participle beloved in the preceding verse, and may refer to the love of God to 
men, one special manifestation of which is mercy. Huther prefers the latter 
view, if 7yamnuévorc is to be adopted as the true reading in ver, 1. 
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LII. 
Vy. 3, 4. 


1. These two verses, following the salutation, form a kind of introduction 
to the Epistle, and they give the special reason which led the author to write it. 
This reason was the appearance, on the stage, of certain false teachers who 
were endangering the faith of Christians. The great similarity between the 
characteristics of these false teachers and those of the heretics described in the 
Second Epistle of Peter is manifest to every careful reader. They have evidently 
already appeared at the time of the writing of this Epistle. In the case of 
2 Peter (see Notes on that Epistle), there seems to be a sort of double statement, 
—now, as if they had already appeared (ii. 17 ff.); and again, in the way of 
prophecy, that they were to be expected and would appear in the future 
(ii. 1 ff.). If the statement of 2 Peter can be properly regarded as altogether 
relating to the future, a strong argument may be found, in connection with this 
fact, in favor of the view that the date of the Epistle of Jude was later than 
that of 2-Peter.— 2. The correspondence thus indicated between the two 
Epistles would seem to show that they were addressed to substantially the same 
circle of readers. In neither of the two is there any special designation of the 
readers as. to their residence, the only indication in 2 Peter being that which is 
found in iii. 1, which points towards the same persons as those addressed in 
1 Peter, who were residents of the region of Asia Minor. In this Epistle, the 
readers are simply addressed as dyatyrot, which word marks them as Christians, 
but gives no further hint respecting them. —38. In order to the understanding 
of ver. 3, we may notice, that, inasmuch as the phrase éoyov dvdyxny, «.7.2., 
evidently contains the main thought of the verse, the participle tovoiuevoe must 
be determined, in its time, by the verb éoywv. It was while or when he was 
giving diligence to write to the readers of the Epistle respecting the common 
salvation, that he felt constrained. The pres. part. goes back, as a continuous 
present, to the time of the verb, and covers that time, but does not pass forward 
beyond the limits of that time. The writer seems to imply, therefore, that he 
had had, for some time, a desire, and was at the point of putting that desire 
into action, to write to them a letter with regard to the common salvation. 
This term is a general one, and, as such, is possibly inclusive of all which might 
with propriety be covered by it, whether in the matter of fact, or doctrine, or 
method, or explanation of any sort. While in this state of mind, the presence 
and working of the false teachers made him feel it to be necessary to turn his 
exhortation into the line of thought which he now follows. It became the 
readers, in view of the existing dangers, to contend earnestly for the faith. 

4, The faith which was once for all delivered to the saints. This passage is, 
the strongest one in the N. T. favoring the view that 4 m/ors has sometimes the 
strictly objective sense, the system of faith, or Christian doctrine. If this is 
the meaning intended by the writer, this fact would tend to show that the 
Epistle was written in the later, rather than the earlier part of the apostolic 
period. The word faith, in almost every case of its occurrence in the N. T., 
means subjective faith. The movement towards the objective sense was, 
naturally and necessarily, a gradual one. It is, indeed, doubtful, whether the 
full objective meaning is intended in this verse. More probably the word, as 
here used, appears in what may be considered a transitional state; and the view 
of Huther is substantially correct, that it means not system of doctrine, but the 
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objective contents of faith, that which Christians believe. The reference is 
rather to the fundamental essential truth of salvation by Christ, than to the 
collection of doctrines making up what is commonly called a theological system. 
—5. The word Graf apparently carries with it the idea of once for all, because 
of its connection with wapado$eion, and the contrast implied in the context. 
The participle, by reason of what is said in ver, 17, is probably to be completed 
in its thought by the words by the apostles. —6. The evil or danger indicated 
in ver. 4 is clearly one lying in the moral region. The men alluded to were 
themselves ungodly; and they were turning the grace of God, not into some 
wrong belief, but into wrong conduct and life. These persons are spoken of as 
coming in among the Christian body in a secret and stealthy way, by a side-door, 
as it were (comp. Gal. ii. 4); and this idea is, by the position of the words, set 
forth with especial emphasis. The insidious character of the evil influence, as 
well as its existence, is that. which constrains the writer to address the Christian 
brethren on this subject. 

7. The words describing what the false teachers do and teach-are those of 
the two participial clauses which form the last part of the verse. But before 
stating this, the writer inserts a phrase which marks their character and destiny. 
Tt is not quite certain whether a comma is to be placed before doeGeic, as Huther 
and several commentators hold, making this word an independent designation; 
or whether, on the other hand, no comma is to be inserted, and doe’. is to be 
immediately connected with oi zpoyeyp. The emphasis is greater if we take the 
former arrangement of the sentence. In view of what follows in later verses, 
and also of the strict and proper meaning of mpoyeyp., it can hardly be questioned 
that this participial phrase refers to these persons, not as predestined to 
condemnation in the eternal counsels and purpose of God, but as corresponding 
with cases mentioned in the O. T., and thus being of the number of those with 
regard to whom the O. T. utters its predictions; comp. 2 Pet. ii. 1. The words 
this judgment, which evidently here suggest the idea of condemnatory judgment, 
refer to what is indicated or set forth in the following verses. Vv. 5-16 suggest 
the condemnation, while they, at the same time, describe the characteristics 
of the persons, and they do so by calling attention to the O. T. times. 

8. Turning the grace of God into lasciviousness, and denying our only Master 
and Lord, Jesus Christ. — There are evidently two points presented here, but 
the two things mentioned have a close relation to each other. The grace of 
God must, as it would seem, by reason of its cohtrast with doéAyea, mean here, 
not the doctrine of grace, or of the way of salvation through faith, but the actual 
Divine grace or favor itself. They turned this grace itself, which came to them 
in the offer of forgiveness, into a means of indulgence in gross immorality. The 
progress of error had passed from doctrine into life. These persons also denied 
the Lord. Rejecting the right idea and influence of the grace which Jesus 
revealed, it was a natural sequence that they should move onward to the denial 
of Jesus Himself. As the word 6e6v, following deozxéryv, is to be omitted from 
the text by reason of the preponderance of external evidence against it, we may 
connect deoroTnv with Jesus Christ. The arguments on both sides of the 
question are suggested by Huther in his note. The very close correspondence 
between this Epistle and 2 Peter, and the fact that in that Epistle (ii. 1) the 
word is undoubtedly used of Jesus, seem, on the whole, to overbalance the 
suggestions of Huther on the other side. Both possibilities of explaining 
the words which follow dpvotpevor should, however, be recognized, as they are 
in R. V. text and marg. This word dpvoiu. seems to denote a denial both in 


THE EPISTLE OF JUDE. 827 


doctrine and practice ; but, so far as it is the former, it is rather a denial of Him 
as regards the truth which He taught, and the revelation of God which He 
made, in their bearing upon life, than a denial of His Messianic office, or of His 
Divine nature, or peculiar relation to God. 


LIII. 
Vv. 5-16. 


1.. The writer begins this passage, as Huther remarks, by referring to three 
examples of judgment which may serve to set forth the character of the «piua 
mentioned in ver. 4, These three examples are drawn from the history of the 
Egyptians, from the case of Sodom and Gomorrah, and from that of the fallen 
angels. In 2 Peter, where similar examples are cited for the same purpose, the 
case of the Egyptians is omitted, and that of the people at the time of the flood 
is inserted. This change would, in itself, be a slight indication that the one 
writer did not copy from the other, or at least did not depend on the other, 
but only a slight one; for, in case of such dependence, it is evident that the later 
of the two might feel that the substitution of one historical occurrence for 
another would be more adapted to his purpose, or more impressive. —2. The 
word dzag is probably best translated once for all; and the participial clause in 
which it occurs intimates that all this past record was fully known to them, so 
that they needed only to be reminded of it, in any of its parts, in order to 
appreciate the force of its application. — Huther regards the reading ’Ijoote, in 
ver. 5, as possibly correct, though he admits its strangeness. It would seem to 
the writer of this note, that, while its presence in some very ancient authorities 
may be easily accounted for by reason of the allusion to Jesus in ver. 4, this 
reading is quite improbable for two reasons; namely: First, because this O. T. 
record is much more naturally connected with God than with Christ; this is 
the connection generally found in the N. T., and it seems to be found in the 
remainder of this Epistle taken as a whole; and secondly, because there is 
manifestly no such occasion here, as we find in 1 Cor. x., for bringing forward 
Christ as the One who.was with the Israelites or the O. T. saints. If we read 
6 xbpio¢ without the addition of "Ijovtc, the reference is, no doubt, to God. — 
8. The adverbial word devrepov is well explained by Dr. Angus, in, Schaff’s 
Pop. Comm., as the next thing he did. WHuther is probably correct in giving a 
somewhat extended reference to the dealing with those who did not believe, but 
- the passage in Num. xxv. 1-9 may, nevertheless, be prominent in the writer’s 
thought. 

4, The words respecting the angels are slightly different from those of the 
corresponding passage in 2 Peter, where the passage (ii. 4) reads: If God 
spared not angels when they sinned, but cast them down to Tartarus, and 
committed them to pits [or chains] of darkness, to be reserved unto judgment. 
For the word sinned, Jude uses the expression, kept not Tv éavtév dpxnv; this 
expression may probably set forth what their sin consisted in, or that by which 
it was accompanied. That dpy# has here the meaning dominion, principality, 
rather than first estate, original condition, is now admitted by many, or most, 
of the best commentators. This meaning is, as Huther remarks, the ordinary 
meaning of the word in the N. T., when it is used of angels; and it is, to say 
the least, as fully consistent as the other interpretation with the clause which 
follows. The reference in this following clause may probably be to what is 
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mentioned in Gen. vi. 1 ff.; but the language used in the remainder of the verse 
is so connected with that of the Book of Enoch, and of other writings outside 
of the O. T., and it is of such a poetic or figurative character, that the interpreter 
is called upon, by this fact, to exercise much care in his explanation and 
application of the words. —5. The word didiuc, in this sense, does not occur 
elsewhere in the N. T., except in Rom. i. 20, where it is applied to God. It is 
derived from dei; but, so far as the statement of the verse is concerned, the 
always idea may be limited to covering the period until the day of judgment. 
The keeping or guarding of these angels fast-bound, so that there may be no 
escape, until the time when condemnation is passed upon them, is the thought 
in the author’s mind. Whether they are to be kept bound in chains after that 
time, or whether some other result of the condemnatory judgment is to befall 
them, is not stated; and it is natural that it should not be, for the purpose of the 
passage is to show, by these examples, the certainty that condemnation will 
come, and not what the particular final consequences of it are to be. In 
2 Peter, according to what may be the best text, they are said to be committed 
to pits of darkness in reserve for judgment. The-word Tartarus is used only in 
2 Peter. Professor Salmond, in Schaff’s Pop. Comm. on that Epistle, says, 
and apparently with reason, ‘‘ Peter has in view [in the use of this word in the 
passage in question] neither Hades, the world of the departed generally, nor 
Gehenna, hell, in the sense of the place of final judgment, but the intermediate 
scene or state of penalty.”’ 

6. The fact that Sodom and Gomorrah are spoken of as having in like 
manner with these given themselves over to fornication, and gone after strange 
flesh, is favorable to the view that the reference to the angels is connected with 
Gen. vi., but also especially with the Book of Enoch. In 2 Peter we do not 
find this special designation of the sin of Sodom. This is to be accounted for, 
no doubt, in connection with the different purpose of the two writers, and the 
fact that in 2 Peter the allusion to Sodom does not follow immediately after 
that which is made to the angels. The word aidvwoc, as used by Jude with 
reference to Sodom, is employed in a sense kindred to that in which we speak 
of the everlasting hills. The endless fire of the future, as that expression has 
been sometimes used with reference to final Divine punishment, is manifestly 
not intended here; for the reference is to the destruction of earthly cities, not 
of oe The expression of Jude is substantially equivalent, no doubt, to 
that in 2 Peter: turning them into ashes, condemned them with an overthrow. 
Through this overthrow, and the suggestions which it was calculated to give, 
God made (2 Peter) them, set them forth as (Jude), an example. — That the 
words of eternal fire depend on the word punishment in Jude (R. V. text), and 
not on the word example (R. V. marg.), is held, as Huther remarks, by most 
expositors. The reasons which Huther urges in favor of the other view are 
worthy of serious consideration; but they do not seem to be sufficient, in view 
of the fact that these cities were destroyed by an actual fire, which, so far as 
their longer existence was concerned, was perpetual in its destructive power; 
and the word endless, as used of the angels, is descriptive only of what precedes 
the judgment; eternal fire after that is only hinted at, not declared in terms. 
The corresponding passage in 2 Peter, which reads, “turning the cities into 
ashes, condemned them with an overthrow,” bears also in favor of the view 
that the fire in Jude is the actual (earthly) fire which destroyed, and thus con- 
stituted the punishment of, Sodom and Gomorrah, and not the fire of Gehenna. 
The suggestion of Huther, that zip aidwov always desicontes hell-fire, can hardly 
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be insisted upon, when it is remembered that this expression occurs but three 
times in the N. T. (the other two instances being Matt. xviii. 8 and xxv. 41, in 
both which cases the phrase is ec 7d mip 70 aidvov). 

7. The word uévro in ver. 8 is translated yet by R. V., as if this verse were 
in contrast to what precedes, and as if the thought were: notwithstanding these 
warning examples. But more probably the view of Huther is correct, that it 
serves for a strengthening of the expression: ‘‘these men actually do the same 
thing as the Sodomites.”’ —8. The word évunviatouevoe seems to refer to the 
thoughts and imaginings of these men in their sin and opposition to God, 
which are connected with and result in the pollution of the flesh, and the 
despising of dominion, etc. The argument of Huther with respect to xvpioryra, 
as referring to God or Jesus Christ, is forcible, and this view of the word seems 
to be correct; but the suggestions which he makes with regard to dd£ac, as 
referring to evil angels because of ver. 9, are not to be considered as a sufficient 
support for that view. The repetition of the dé may be accounted as following 
the line of the wév . . . 6é, and not as indicating a marked difference in the two 
sentences: set at naught dominion, and rail at dignities. More probably, ddgac¢ 
refers to the angelic powers (good angels), as connected with the Divine lordship 
(xvpsotnra). —9. The reference to the action of Michael, here spoken of, is 
apparently for the purpose of showing the impropriety of the conduct of these 
men by calling to mind the fact that the great archangel did not act in this way 
even towards Satan. The story here alluded to was probably a Jewish tradition, 
familiar to the writer and the readers. Whether true in fact, or not, it fully 
answered the writer’s purpose as an illustration; that it was a tradition having 
no foundation in fact, may not be affirmed, but it was legitimate for Jude to 
use it as a well-known story. The corresponding passage in 2 Peter seems 
to refer to the bringing of a railing judgment either against these daring 
persons or against the 66a, and in either case it has a more general character 
than this in Jude, but may be, in some way, connected with the same story. 
The explanation of kpiou BAaodnuiuc given by Huther is doubtless correct. — 
10. Ver. 10 presents the attitude and action of these false teachers in relation to 
two points, which answer to what is said of them in ver. 4. These men really 
rejected, in their general discourse and action, the authority of God, and gave 
themselves up to lust and sensual indulgence. They combined the self-conceit 
of scepticism with its tendency to immorality, when it works towards its worst 
results. What belonged to the region above their intellectual sphere, they 
reviled and despised; but not only this: what lay within the region of their 
earthly apprehension, they used only for the lowest ends, as if they were mere 
animals. 

11. Ver. 11 comes in at a later point in the description of these persons given 
in 2 Peter, and apparently more in the natural order. Here, in the vehemence 
of the writer’s denunciation of them, he breaks in with these words as the 
ground of pronouncing a “‘ woe upon them.” The allusion in 2 Peter is only 
to Balaam, that to Cain and Korah being omitted. Dr. Lumby regards this 
verse in Jude as having in it a sort of climax, and possibly his view is correct. 
He says: “‘These teachers were [so the writer of the Epistle would affirm] 
envious of men and perverse towards God, like Cain; they were teachers of 
error, and willing to work evil and lead others to it, for gain’s sake, as was 
Balaam; and their ambitious self-seeking led them to resist all authority, after 
the manner of Korah.”? It may be, however that the general resemblance to 
these persons is intended, without the idea of a climax. The word perished, in 
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the last clause of the verse, seems to be used as anticipatory of their final fate; 
they had given themselves up to the course indicated so wilfully and completely, 
that the final result for them was, as it were, already secured and become a 
reality. 

12. The correspondence, in the description which immediately follows this 
denunciatory passage, with 2 Pet. ii. 13, will be noticed; and yet there seems to 
be a kind of compression in the language here and elsewhere in Jude’s descrip- 
tion, and an indignant intensity, which surpasses what we find in the other 
Epistle, and which suggests the thought that the writer of this letter had seen 
the life and workings of these false teachers, towards whom the author of the 
other Epistle had only looked forward as likely to arise in the future, or, at 
the most, as in the beginning of their development in the matter of the evils 
indicated. —13. The word omAddec (ver. 12) takes the place in Jude of o7iAou in 
2 Peter, according to the best authorities, and the word dyamac in Jude has 
in some manuscripts dwdrac¢ substituted for it in 2 Peter. omAddec is generally 
understood to mean rocks, and this seems probably to be the correct meaning of 
the word. That the word may, however, be substantially equivalent to o7iAoz, 
can hardly be doubted (see Huther’s note), and the R, V. is justified in inserting 
the alternative meaning spots in the margin. If the former signification of the 
word is adopted, the suggestion of the idea of hidden rocks is not improbably 
contained in it; and thus the idea of danger from these men, and from the 
character of their influence, is set before the reader’s mind. The other mean- 
ing, being adopted, only brings to mind the thought of defilement and dis- 
figurement. The love-feasts are alluded to, apparently, as the times of a sacred 
fellowship among the Christian believers, when they were observed with the 
right feeling and spirit. What is here referred to is a far greater development 
of what was manifested in Corinth: see 1 Cor. xi. 20ff. In 2 Peter these 
persons are spoken of as revelling in the love-feasts, if dydamaic is the true 
reading there; or in their deceivings, if admaraic¢ is to be regarded as the correct 
text (so Sin., A*, C, K, L, P, and some other authorities). The reference in 
both Epistles, whatever be the true text, is clearly to what occurred at these 
feasts, in which the members of the churches united, and which, in their right 
use and purpose, were holy meetings. Only with the reading dndérac they are 
represented as gaining their ends, ete., by deceit. The word ovvevwyoiuevor is 
common to both Epistles; duiv, however, is added in 2 Peter. R. V. translates 
in the same way in both cases, and this is very probably correct; but evidently, 
as Huther intimates, the ovy in Jude may mean together, or with each other. 
Without fear indicates the bold manner in which they took this course, having 
no fear of God’s righteous displeasure or punishment. Whether 4068 is to be 
connected with the participle which precedes it, or that which follows it, is 
uncertain, R. V. gives the latter connection, and perhaps this is the preferable 
way of understanding the words, It would seem that the word rouaivovrec must 
point to the position of these men as in some sense professed teachers or leaders, 
_ who act solely, and possibly in the way of deceit, for their own advantage. 

14. In the following words, by a fourfold figure, the writer represents these 
men as empty, restless, useless, destructive teachers of the worst sort. Clouds 
without water, carried along by winds: these words indicate their emptiness, 
and the fact that, being thus empty, they are borne along anywhither, and 
consequently are unsafe to follow. Nothing comes from them, and they move 
in no one direction. Autumn trees without fruit, twice dead, plucked up by the 
roots: the idea of no good coming from them is presented again here, and it is 
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added that the life-power which gives the possibility of fruit is gone. They are 
fruitless: they have lost the life-principle out of themselves, and they have 
become as trees which, because they are fruitless and also lifeless, are plucked 
up by the roots. The utter impossibility of any good spiritual result proceeding 
from them is thus most emphatically set forth. Wild waves of the sea, foaming 
out their own shame: this strong figure seems to represent the restless move- 
ment of these men in the course of immorality, wherein they show forth, by the 
excess of lust and evil, their shameful character, as the tossing waves break 
forth into foam. Wandering stars, for whom the blackness of darkness has 
been reserved for ever: whether the writer refers here to comets which appear 
for a time and then pass away from sight, is not certain; but not improbably 
this is the case. Perhaps the reference is to meteors. The strong and intense 
poetic rhetoric of these expressions, and the fact that in all the preceding cases 
the figure is carried throughout all the words, may lead us to doubt whether the 
last phrase, for whom [which], etc., is to be referred to the false teachers, except 
so far as an application of them is thus made as part of the figure. More 
probably, it would seem that the writer represents these stars which break their 
way across the heavens, as going down to endless night, and being utterly 
extinguished. But, in the way of application of the figure, there must be some 
force in these words, as indicating the final result for these men. — By these 
four figures, as Dr. Angus says, ‘‘all that is mischievous, useless, disastrous, in 
sea or land or sky, becomes in turn the symbol of the character and destiny of 
these men.’ —15. R. V. translates roirow, of ver. 14, to these; but it is quite 
commonly understood in the sense of with reference to these, as Huther also 
takes it, comparing Luke xviii. 31. This construction in such a sentence is 
undoubtedly peculiar and uncommon. ‘The writer closes these denunciatory 
figures by applying to the false teachers the prophetic words of Enoch, which, 
through their position as following the last clause of ver. 13, make the most 
solemn application of that clause. The question as to the origin of these words 
— whether they are derived from the Book of Enoch, which we now possess, but 
with the language of which they do not perfectly correspond, though they are 
very strikingly similar, or whether they belonged to an oral tradition which 
came down to the apostolic times, and brought words spoken, or supposed to be 
spoken, by Enoch—is one of considerable difficulty. To the writer of this 
note, the derivation from the Book of Enoch seems more probable. 

16. Ver. 16 seems to be an additional description of the false teachers sug- 
gested to the writer, in the excitement of his feeling against them, by the closing 
words of the quotation from Enoch’s prophecy. They are murmurers, he says, . 
complainers, walking after their own lusts. The word ‘‘complainers”’ strictly 
conveys the idea of dissatisfaction or fault-finding with their lot, and, in connec- 
tion with yoyyvorai, can scarcely have any other reference than to murmuring and 
complaining against God (comp. the preceding verse: ‘hard things spoken against 
him ’’). — The remaining words of this verse present again the idea of their lust 
and immorality, their self-conceit and vanity, exalting themselves, as Huther 
says, ‘‘in contrast to the humility of the Christians submitting themselves to 
God,” and their readiness to give honor to persons of high position, ete., from 
whom they might hope for some good for themselves. They utter complaints 
against God, and refuse to have that humility and submission before Him which 
they are ready to have, in outward show and form at least, in the presence of 
those who are exalted in the world. The selfishness of this respect for men is 
distinctly expressed: for the sake of advantage. 
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That there is a nervous energy, and a vehemence of denunciation also, in 
this whole passage, as compared with the passage in 2 Peter, the words of which 
are so largely similar, the attentive reader who looks carefully at the two will, 
as the writer of this note cannot doubt, be ready to admit. Whether this 
characteristic of Jude’s style is due to the character of his mind, or whether it 
is to be explained, on the other hand, by the fact that he was in the presence 
of these men, while the other writer was only speaking prophetically of the 
future, is a noint more difficult of determination. 


LIV. 
v. 17-23. 


1. The writer opens this passage with a call upon the readers to remember 
the prophetic words of the apostles, respecting persons of the character of these 
false teachers. This prophetic declaration, being borne in mind, would tend to 
strengthen them against the evil influence of these men. The words 7 rév 
arocToAwy seem, as Huther suggests, hardly consistent with the supposition that 
Jude was himself an apostle. Certainly the expression is less easily reconciled 
with such a supposition, than are the words in the Book of Revelation (xxi. 14) 
and in 2 Peter (iii. 2), which are sometimes compared with them. In the pas- 
sage in Revelation, the writer is looking forward to the future and final blessed- 
ness of the Church, and is writing in the prophetico-poetic style. That in such 
a passage he should speak of the twelve foundations of the new Jerusalem as 
having upon them the names of the twelve apostles of the Lamb, can scarcely 
be regarded as strange, when we consider the well-understood and universally 
acknowledged prominence of the apostles as the leaders of the whole Christian 
company, —a leadership which, of course, they were conscious of themselves, 
and which they did not hesitate to claim. In 2 Peter, on the other hand, where 
the language is very nearly what it is here, the difference in the expression is 
such as to make the use of it by an apostle less improbable, if we read tydv in 
the text, as we should, according to the great majority of the authorities which 
have most weight. ‘‘The commandment of the Lord and Saviour given by 
your apostles,’’ is an expression which Peter or John might have used, it would 
seem, as one of a body of bishops might speak of ‘‘ your bishops.” But Jude’s 
language: ‘‘The words spoken formerly by the apostles of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, how that they said to you,” is of a different sort. This language, how- 
ever, if it be admitted that it proves Jude not to have been an apostle, does not 
prove that the writer of the Epistle was not Judas the brother of James, who 
was the Lord’s brother. The bearing of the verse, in this respect, would be 
only on the apostolic position of the two brothers, and so on the exact relation- 
ship which they sustained to the Lord. —2. The probability with respect to the 
text in ver. 18 favors éoxarov rod ypdvov, and, if this be correct, the meaning is: 
at the end of the time. The expression sets forth in another form the same 
idea which is found in 2 Pet. iii. 3, én’ éoyatwv ypdvur, The closing days of the 
ante-Messianic age were a time when these developments of evil were anticipated 
by the N. T. writers, as connected with the words of Christ in the eschatological 
discourses, etc. The presentation of the matter in 2 Peter is slightly different, 
the words respecting the mockers being made dependent on a participle yiwd- 
oxovrec, so that the readers are exhorted to remember the words spoken by the 
prophets, etc., knowing that the mockers will appear in the last days. This 
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difference in the manner of representation is, perhaps, indicative in some slight 
degree of the relation in time between the two Epistles; Jude writing after 
they had appeared, and Peter before. —The words trav dosBecov form a descrip- 
tive genitive, lusts of impieties, as more emphatic than an adjective. 

3. In vv. 19-28, the writer adds a brief conclusion, in which he sums up 
what the readers should do with regard to their own life, and in respect to those 
who were, or might be, misled by the false teachers. This passage he opens by 
a repetition, in a summary statement, of the characteristics of these teachers 
themselves. The word drodpitovrec is placed first, and probably means causing 
divisions. This occasioning of divisions, or making of factions, was the natural 
result of their doctrines and action; and it was the point which might properly 
be made most prominent, as, in bringing his Epistle to its close, the author 
desired to tell his readers what to do in maintaining the real life of the Church. 
The word puyexot is explained by its connection with mvedua uy Eyovtec; and both 
of these expressions, one on the negative and the other on the positive side, set 
forth, in a general and comprehensive way, their unchristian character. They 
belong in the sphere which is outside of the teaching, influence, and power of 
the Divine Spirit, and in the sphere of the animal or sensual, or the natural as 
distinguished from the spiritual. This adjective puy«7 occurs in Jas. ili. 15, 
where it is placed between éxiyetoc and dawoviddyc; in the present case, by reason 
of the language used, in earlier verses, in describing these persons, it possibly 
borders more nearly on the idea of the latter of these two words than the 
former, but more probably it has its more general meaning. They lived only in 
the earthly natural life. —4. Ver. 20 stands in a kind of contrast to ver. 19, 
duete being opposed to otro. The two participial clauses which are found in 
ver. 20, as well as the one in ver. 21, are subordinate to the verb typycate, though 
not in precisely the same way. The one beginning with émocxodoyoivrec expresses 
the antecedent condition, on the basis of which they were to keep themselves in 
the love of God; that which follows, praying in the Holy Spirit, sets forth the 
means, or a means, by which the end was to be secured; and the one in ver. 21, 
looking for the mercy, etc., presents an attendant circumstance or accompanying 
state, —they should keep themselves, etc., with an attendant waiting for and 
expectation of the mercy of the Lord.—5. The word more, in ver. 20, is 
regarded by Huther as used in an objective sense, but apparently as denoting 
the objective contents of faith rather than the system of doctrine. If this is the 
correct view in ver. 3, it is so, not improbably, here also. But it does not seem 
necessary, if we consider this verse in itself alone, to give the word this sense, 
for the character and life can certainly be built upon subjective faith, and 
subjective faith may properly be described by the adjective holy, or most holy; 
faith is.a holy thing. —The emphatic position of év mv. dyiw may be accounted 
for as connected with the mvedua uy Exovtec predicated of the false teachers. 
Perhaps, however, the writer reverses the order of the two participial clauses on 
mere rhetorical grounds. — The love of God here spoken of is probably, but not 
certainly, God’s love towards them, rather than theirs towards Him. It is, as 
Huther remarks, in God’s love to us, that the hope of the future mercy of Christ 
has its ground. — The connection of e¢ (wv aidvov with ryppoate, which Huther 
favors, is, perhaps, the most natural one, but possibly Alford is right in joining 
the phrase with the combined idea of THpHoaTe and mpoodeyouevol, 

6. Vv. 22, 23, add to the exhortation addressed to the readers with reference 
to the growth of their own life in the present exposure to the dangerous 
influence of these false teachers, a series of exhortations respecting the manner 
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in which they should déal with persons who might be affected by that influence. 
The three classes of persons alluded to, are apparently arranged according to 
the measure in which they are supposed to be influenced, beginning with those 
in whose case the measure is least. This must, at least, be held to be the true 
view, if éAedre is the correct reading in ver. 22, as opposed to éAéyxere. With the 
other reading, the question of the order is more doubtful. According as the 
former or the latter text is adopted, the meaning of the participle dsaxpevouevoug 
will, or may, vary; in the former case, this participle must probably have the 
meaning being in doubt (R. V. text), but possibly it may mean, as R. V. marg., 
while they dispute with you; in the latter case, the latter meaning is almost 
certainly the true one. The verb éAéyxere, if read, is to be translated refute 
(A. R. V. marg.) or convict, including the idea of overcoming in argument, and 
a consequent rebuke and condemnation. This latter seems to be the sense of 
the verb in ver. 15. The most natural progress of the sentences here, as well as 
what may be regarded as, on the whole, the preponderating external testimony, 
favors the other text-reading. The verb éAedte being adopted as the text, and 
the participle being understood to mean being in doubt, we may understand the 
writer’s exhortation to be as follows: that the Christian readers should have 
compassionate feeling and corresponding action towards those of the first class; 
as they were in a state of doubt and wavering only, such an attitude towards them 
might bring them to the right course: secondly, that they should save those of 
the second class by snatching them out of the fire; these persons had gone much 
farther astray than those of the preceding class, and more vigorous measures 
were needed for them, yet still measures prompted by compassion: thirdly, that 
they should have a compassionate feeling toward those making up the third 
class; but this feeling should move or be exercised in the sphere of fear, with a 
hatred of that which was defiling them, and which would defile all who have any 
share in it. These last-mentioned persons are, by reason of these added words, 
presented as those with whom even compassionate intercourse was attended by a 
certain danger. —7. With respect to the individual words or phrases in vv. 22, 
23, it may be said, (a) that the use of dsaxpivouevoc in ver. 9, where it undoubtedly 
means disputing, favors the view that it is used in the same sense here; but the 
well-known use of this word, elsewhere, in the other sense (doubting) justifies 
sufficiently its use by Jude with this meaning, and the progress of the sentences, 
as explained above, is favorable to this use of the word, with the reading éAeate 
or éAeeire, (b) The phrase snatching them out of the fire seems to indicate, on 
the one hand, the great difficulty, and, on the other, the possibility, of rescuing 
the persons referred to. The word fire is only indicative of danger and deadly 
evil, and of the difficulty of rescue, and has apparently no direct reference here 
to eternal fire or the punishment of the future world. (c) The last tlause of 
ver. 23 is correctly explained by Huther. The ywrév, the undergarment, ‘‘is to 
the author the symbol of whatever, by means of external contact, shares in the 
moral destruction of those men.” In this connection, the reference is, as we 
may believe, to the greater, rather than the minor evil of this sort. Huther, 
however, disagrees with the view expressed in this note respecting the three 
classes, and would rather regard them as arranged in a reverse order to that 
which has been suggested here. — Wordsworth supposes that there may be some 
connection between the last clause of ver. 23 (so far as the suggestion of the 


thought and the expression are concerned) and Zech, iii. 2 


-4. This, however, 
is doubtful, 
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IME 
Vv. 24, 25. 


1. The Epistle closes with a doxology which, in its general form, resembles 
that at the end of the Epistle to the Romans (Rom. xvi. 25u, 27), and which, in 
its opening thought, is nearly related to the thought of this whole Epistle, and 
particularly of the last preceding verses (20-23). In its resemblance to Rom. xvi., 
we have the words, to Him who is able to guard you (stablish you, Rom.), to the 
only [wise] God our Saviour through Jesus Christ be glory (to the only wise God 
through Jesus Christ, to whom be the glory, Rom.). The word o0¢ in Jude is 
omitted by the best authorities, and the words sa I. Xp. t. xvp. 7udv, which are 
not found in T. R., are supported by the weightiest evidence. —2. The word 
antaiotovc, which is not found elsewhere in the N, T., is particularly adapted to 
this place; and the consummation at the end, for which this ¢vAégat bude axtaio- 
Tov¢ prepares and preserves the Christian readers, is presented in the following 
words. The preposition év before dyadjudoe denotes the sphere or condition 
in which the orjoae duapove will have its action or result; and so the condition in 
which the persons who are thus set before God blameless, will be in connection 
with, and as the issue of, the or7oa.—3. Huther takes dca I. X. as belonging to 
ourTnpt Huav, our Saviour through Jesus Christ, and this is not improbably the 
correct view. —4. The fulness of the form of the doxology is noticeable, as 
compared with other doxologies in the N. T., and particularly the fulness of the 
form of expression pd mav7d¢ Tod ai@vog Kal viv Kal sig navtacg Tod¢ aidvac, The 
past, the present, and the future are united, — from everlasting and to everlast- 
ing. With respect to the verb to be supplied in the doxology, — whether éori 
or éoTw, — the prayer or wish-element, which belongs to the very idea of a doxo- 
logical sentence, and the probabilities appertaining to most such sentences, favor 
the supply of srw; while the argument urged by De Wette in favor of éori, that 
a prayer that glory may be before all time is out of place and fitness, is worthy 
of consideration. It is doubtful, however, whether the sentence is to be looked 
at in this way. Not improbably, in giving his thought and desire an extension 
over all time or eternity, he simply offers his prayer that, throughout all, glory 
may be given, without thinking of the accurate fitting of his words in the 
manner supposed. 
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